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Chapter 1. Introduction

A reconnaissance-level archaeological survey for the City of
DeBary, funded in part by Historic Preservation Grant-in-Aid No.
S9045 from the Florida Division of Historical Resources, was con-
ducted by Panamerican Consultants, Inc., between August 9, 1999,
and September 14, 1999. The survey included the identification,
documentation and evaluation of known archaeological sites within
the city limits. The archaeological resources within the context of
this project included both prehistoric and historic period sites. From
the information collected, an archaeological site predictive model
was developed within the land and water municipal boundaries of
thecity.

To meet the objectives of the survey, PCI staff compl eted:

e Informantinterviews. Professiona archaeologists, local amateur ar-
chaeol ogistsand historians, collectors, and residentsof DeBary were
interviewed to gather information about thelocation of archaeol ogical
sitesand artifactsfound around the DeBary area.

e Abackground and literature review. A review was completed of
documents at the PCI research library, the University of South
Florida Library and Special Collections, the Florida Master Site
File, the State Library of Florida, Florida State Photographic Ar-
chives, geologic, prehistoric and historic archaeol ogical publica-
tions and scholarly reports, maps and manuscripts of northeast
Florida, Volusia County, and the City of DeBary.

e Archaeological field investigations. Priority was given to docu-
menting new sites. Previously unrecorded sites within the city
limits were located with the help of City of DeBary Historian
Jesse Beall, working in cooperation with DeBary residents and
property owners. Selected sites already recorded in the Florida
Master Site Files were revisited, particularly those along the St.
JohnsRiver. Siteswere photographed and mapped, and the loca-
tions of the sites were recorded in the field with a Garmin GPS
12.
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Site evaluations. FloridaMaster Site Fileformswere completed
for previously unrecorded sites and updated forms were com-
pleted for previously recorded sites. A list of known and newly
recorded sites was developed, and a preliminary evaluation of
their local and regional significance was completed.
Development of a site location predictive model and sensitivity
maps. An archaeological sensitivity map was produced for the
City of DeBary to use asaplanning tool. This predictive model
identifies areas with high, moderate and low potential for site
locations within the city limits of DeBary.

Areport. PCI staff prepared thisreport of the background informa-
tion, field investigations, methodol ogy, predictive model and recom-
mendations.

Apublic archaeology day. PCI staff worked with City of DeBary
Historian Jesse Bedll in the publication, promotion, and atten-
danceat DeBary Archaeology Day for interested residents of the
area.
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Chapter 2. Environmental Setting

Environmental and ecological factorshave had adirect influ-
ence on the sites chosen by prehistoric and early historic settlersin
the DeBary area. The geologic, hydrologic, and meteorological pro-
cessesthat have effected the environment of DeBary and the resources
available to human popul ations are an important part of the formula-
tion of a settlement model. Although the environment has changed
over the past 12,000 years, knowledge of the present-day environ-
ment can provide clues to past ecological conditions that influenced
early human settlement, particularly after 3000 B.C. when the envi-
ronment began to take on modern characteristics.

PHysicaL ENVIRONMENT

DeBary lies in Volusia County, which extends inland from
the Atlantic Coast near the middle of the Florida peninsula. DeBary
is bounded by the St. Johns River to the west and by Lake Monroeto
the south. The city issituated on the karst topography of the Del_and
Ridge, which is characteristically atered by erosion and collapsed
caverns in the underlying limestone. The approximately 43 small
water table lakes, sinks, and wet depressions within the municipal
boundaries of DeBary are aresult of these processes. The St. Johns
River flows northward along the western and southern boundaries of
the city and is poorly drained, merging into creeks and strands. The
river is the third largest drainage basin in the state of Florida and
receives dlightly more than 60 percent of the runoff from Volusia
County (Baldwin et al. 1980; Myers and Ewel 1990).

The Central Lake District physiographic region of Florida
includesthekarst terrain of DeBary and isthe principal recharge area
of the Floridan Aquifer. A large section of DeBary lieswithin the St.
Johns River Offset portion of the Central Lake District. The semi-
permeabl e limestone substructure of the area has contributed to the
formation of the river basin and the numerous springs located near
theriver (Myers and Ewel 1990). In the areas east of Lake Monroe
and areas adjacent to the St. Johns River, the elevations are less than
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fivefeet abovesealevel. Soilsintheselow-lying areasare sandy and
poorly to very poorly drained.

Thelowland vegetation cons sts of apineflatwoodscommunity,
primarily longleaf and dash pinewith occasiond oak treesand an under-
story of saw palmetto and wiregrass. Thefreshwater svampsand pond
environments support cypress, elm, gum, water oak, and aguatic plants
(Baldwin et al. 1980). The St. JohnsRiver and Lake Monroe sustain
aguaticfaunaincluding shdlfish, fish, reptiles, and amphibians. Theadja
cent wetlands support avariety of animalsincluding birds, ducks, turkeys,
raccoons, opossums, squirrels, beavers, rodents, otters, bears, and pan-
thers(Myersand Ewel 1990). Thefresh water also attracts upland spe-
ciesto the shores. The upland areas aong the St. JohnsRiver and its
wetlands provided agood resource base for native peoples beginning
around 6500 B.C., although the environment only began to changeto
modern conditionsafter 3000 B.C. (Bellomo 1994). Theflora commu-
nity was probably stable after that time and Konomac L akewould have
served asanother resource base (Figure 1). Thelowlandssurrounding
Konomac L akewere dredged and thelakeenlarged toitscurrent sizein
the 1970s.

Theflatwoodshabitat of DeBary provided only limited resources
for prehistoric peoples. Rodents, amphibians, birds, and snakeswerethe

I..F-\.
i] . |

—_—

O e
— R ‘H_“
: T = Tans
. I TP T
N vRT
. A b
i L
. o _ =
. -
[ P +
T T
' T
-
C s T
Lo e
A
' - = .
. r_ .
. - - -1
T ! .
- 1 .-H.
. Pk g - — Ky
; u
. - . T
'_-—. -, - I""'\-_..‘_.. '
—_ ..
W et ] e,
alin :‘l'i“'.\,_ - .
.o
. E N g

Figure 1. 1871 map of Merritt and vicinity, Orange County, Florida
(Published by the Floridal mprovement Company, Jacksonville).
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majority of faunal speciesutilizing the habitat, although deer, bear, and
pantherswere present on alimited basis (Myersand Ewel 1990). The
utilization of timber for naval storeshasimpacted thishabitat in historic
times

Slopes and high ridges of excessively and moderately well-
drained sand characterizethemajor residential areasof DeBary. Well-
drained soils support xeric vegetational communities predominately
forested by pine-scrub oak. The DeBary residential areas have un-
dergone extensive ecol ogical modification since the 1950s.
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Chapter 3. Prehistory of the DeBary Area

DeBary islocated in Volusia County, which isinthe East and
Central Region of pre-Columbian Florida (Figure2) (Milanich 1994).
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Figure 2. Cultural Regions of Pre-columbian Florida (after Milanich, 1994:xix).

Geographical regionsin which archaeological culturesoccur
arecalled culture areas and the sequence of changing culturesthrough
time within a culture area are called cultural periods. Cultura peri-
odsareidentified by the appearance or disappearance of specifictypes
of artifacts such as ceramics and projectile points. This overview of
the prehistory of Floridais divided into broad cultural periods that
are based on archaeological studies of the pre-Columbian peoples of
Florida (Milanich and Fairbanks 1980). Thesetemporal periods are
based on cultural changes that were manifested in the artifacts pro-
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duced during each of thefollowing periods. Paleoindian, Archaic, Trans-
tional, and Woodland periods.

Stone and ceramic artifact styles provide aset of cluesto the
culturesthat occupied Floridaand changesthat occurred through time.
Cultural periods for Florida are well-documented using stylistic
changesin artifacts and absol ute dating techniques such as radiocar-
bon dating. Changesin the styles of lithic (i.e., chipped stone) pro-
jectile pointsand other implementsreflect how theseitemswere used.
As technology changed, so did the shape of the tool. As aresult,
diagnostic Florida projectile points are generally accepted as being
representative of different temporal periods.

Paleoindians were the first native inhabitants of Floridaand PALEOINDIAN
are estimated to have entered the area approximately 12,000 years PERIOD
ago during the late Pleistocene epoch. In the southeastern United
States, the Paleoindian period lasts from approximately 10,000 to
7,000 B.C. The environment of Florida at that time was markedly
different from the modern environment. The sealevels were 135 to
165 feet lower, and the shorelines extended as much as 100 miles
beyond the present coastal boundaries (Milanich 1995). Theclimate
was drier and cooler, and sources of fresh water were limited. The
Paleoindians in Florida hunted and butchered Pleistocene mammals
at watering holes in shallow lakes or deep springs. The remains of
mammoths, an extinct species of bison called Bison antiquus, and
other megafauna have been found at Paleoindian kill sites, many of
which are inundated today.

Characteristics of the Paleoindian period include a nomadic
settlement pattern, subsistence that included large-game mammals
supplemented by small-game hunting and gathering, and an absence
of pottery. The most recognizable Pal eoindian artifacts are lanceol ate
stone spearpoints. Paleoindians hafted theselong, thin, bifacial points
to wooden spear shafts (Milanich 1994). Paleoindian archaeological
sitesare generally identified solely on the basis of thelithic remains.
However, these sites are not very common and many questions re-
main about the Paleoindians, many of which are listed in the state’s
historic context: More Than Orange Marmalade: A Satewide Com-
prehensive Historic Preservation Plan for Florida (1995).

So far, there is no firm evidence for Paleoindian occupation
in Volusia County. There is reportedly a Paleoindian component at
the Dean Sligh site (8V0451) in DeBary (Figure 3), but there has
been no controlled excavation there. The recovery of organic mate-
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rialsfromwaterlogged Paeoindian sitessuch astheLittle Salt Spring Site
in Sarasota County and most recently inthe AucillaRiver in northern
Floridahavegresatly increased our understanding of thisperiodin FHorida
Plant remains and artifacts made of wood, which are not typically pre-
servedinterrestria (land) sites, are providing moreinformation about the
lifewaysof theseancient FHoridians(Milanich 1998).
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Figure 3. Truncated Suwannee point (Ieft) from the Dean Sligh site
(8V0451) in DeBary (photograph courtesy of Dean Sligh, Orlando, Florida).

ThePadeoindiantool kit remainsthemost characteristicandiden-
tifiableclueto their culture. Clovis, Suwannee and S mpson pointsarethe
namesgivento lanceol ate pointsfound in Paleoindian Stesin eastern North
America. Suwannee pointsarefound most commonly foundin Florida
Bullen describesthe Suwanneeformas* dightly waisted ... with concave
base, basd ears, and basal grinding of bottom and wai sted partsof sdes”
(1975:55). TheSuwanneeisnot typicaly fluted. Clovispoints, indicative
of Paleoindian occupation throughout most of North America, arerarely
recoveredin Florida

Pal eoindians used | anceol ate spearpoints and other small lithic
hand tools designed to hunt and process plantsand animals. Bifacial
knivesand scraperswere used to butcher meat and clean hides. Other
implementsincludeoval ground stoneweightsor bolas, which may have
been connected by thongsand thrown to bring down small gamesuch as
water birds(Neill 1971; Purdy 1981). Bones sharpened on both ends
have been recovered at Pa eoindian sitesand may have been used to hold
back the tissue whilethe carcasses of animalswere butchered (Waller
1976). Most Pdeoindiantool s probably served multiple purposes, are-
sult of themobilelifestyle of Paleoindian groups.
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Pollen and charcoal samplesrecoveredin corestaken fromthe
bottoms of L ake Sheeler near Gainesville and Lake Tulane near Avon
Park provide information on the environment of Florida during the
Paleoindian period (Watts and Hansen 1988). During the period be-
tween 10,000 to 7000 B.C. thedominant natural community wasmesic
broad-leafed forest. Warm summers and cool winterscharacterized the
climate, and thefrequency of natura firewaslow.

Perhaps the most influential environmental condition on the
lifestyle of the Paleoindians of Florida was the limited sources of
fresh water. The many inland rivers, lakes, springs, marshes, and wet
prairies, which appear on the modern landscape of Florida, were al-
most nonexistent in the Paleoindian period. Fresh water was sup-
plied by limestone-bottomed catchments such as water holes, lakes,
and prairies, and very deep sinkholes. The presence of karst topog-
raphy, in which sinkholes form, is a good indicator of Paleoindian
settlements. Because of the cooler drier climate, the vegetation in-
cluded plant species such as scrub oaks and pine that thrive in dry
areas, open grassy prairies, and savannas.

The mgjor theory of concerning Paleoindian settlement was
first developed by Neill (1964a and 1964b), and later supported
through the extensive recording and analysis of Paleoindian sites by
Dunbar and Webb (Dunbar 1983, 1991; Dunbar et al. 1989; Webb et
a. 1984). Nelill's “oasis’” model is based on the fact that limited
potable water sources existed at thistime. Assuch, the few that did
exist would have been crucial to the survival of Pleistocene animals
in the area for drinking water. For Paleoindian populations, these
watering holes would have provided easy and dependable access to
game, aswell as fresh water for themselves.

The oasis model has been substantiated by evidence of hunt-
ing and butchering activities near former water holesand other perched
water sources in the Tertiary limestone (karst) regions of Florida.
Indeed, the mgjority of Suwannee and Clovis projectile points - the
most diagnostic type of Paleoindian tools - have been found more
commonly in Tertiary limestone regions (Dunbar and Waller 1983).
Research by Carr (1986) has uncovered afilled-in solution hole and
a corresponding Early Archaic and Paleoindian site in southern
Florida, extending the area of settlement while still supporting the
oasis model.

In general, Pal eoindian settlement followed a seasonal round.
Settlement wasprobably determined moreby availability of lithicresources
and water than by availability of floral and faunal resources. Over time,
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thedistribution of both of theseresourcetypesinfluenced settlement pat-
terns. By theMiddlePaeoindian period, settlement may havebeen more
territorial, perhapsasaresult of decreased resources and concomitant
increased population (Anderson 1996). Materid srecovered from Harney
Hats, aPaeoindianterrestrial sitein Hillsborough County, haveyielded
moreinformation about adaptations of Paleoindian populations (Daniel
and Wisenbaker 1987).

Danid (1985) devel oped amodel for Paleoindian cultural adap-
tationsto short term environmenta changesaswaell astothegradua long-
term environmental shift during the Holoceneto amodern climate and
biota. Based onfindingsat Harney Flats, archaeol ogistshave concluded
that somePd eoindian groupsmay have practiced amoresedentary lifestyle
with agreater dependence on plants and smaller fauna (Daniel 1985;
Daniel and Wisenbaker 1987). Inadditiontokill steswithlargemammal
remains, asubs stence strategy whichincorporates collecting and storing
amaller gameand plantswould enter into the archaeol ogical recordinfield
camps, hunting stations, habitation, extractive, and cachesites. Fewer
residential moveswould be required with such astrategy, which sends
specialized groups out from semi-permanent camps near water sources
to collect food.

Primarily through excavations at waterlogged sitesin Florida,
such as a Paleoindian component at the Page/L adson sitein Jefferson
County, the subsistence of Paleoindians has been reconstructed
(Dunbar et a. 1989). Both extinct and modern faunal species seem
to have made up the diet. Most of the extinct species were large
mammals such as sloth, tapir, horse, camelids, and mammoth. Some
smaller extinct animals were also consumed. Modern speciesin the
diet included deer, fish, turtles, shellfish, gopher tortoise, diamond-
back rattlesnake, raccoon, opossum, rabbit, muskrat, and wood ibis.
In addition, panthers and frogs have also been recovered from
Paleoindian sites.

The archaeological evidence suggests that Paleoindian cul-
tures subsisted on both large and small game mammals. In addition
to food, these animals were used for their furs and as araw material
source for tools. There is little evidence of extensive reliance on
coastal resources; however, as more sites are uncovered, this will
likely be shown to be a substantial additional resource.

Toward theend of the Paleoindian period, largelanceol ate points
such asthe Suwannee point disappear from the archaeol ogical record
and arereplaced by smaler pointssuch asthe Greenbrier (Bullen 1975).
In addition, side-notched points such as Dalton and Hardaway appear.
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Such points may have been replacing earlier lanceolate points, or they
may havebeeninuseduring part of thesame period. Side-notched points
also may have functioned more as hafted knivesrather than projectile
points. Ingeneral, the smaller side-notched pointsareinterpreted asa
result of changesin theenvironment and subsequent shiftsfrom the hunt-
ing of large Plel stocene mammal sto smaller game such asdeer. Towards
thisend, these smaller notched point formswere probably fitted to shafts,
whichwere propelled either by hand or with the aid of aspearthrower
known asanatlatl.

The Archaic period occurred from about 7000 to 2000 B.C. and ARCHAIC
isassociated with the Hol ocene geol ogic epoch. Theforests of thelate PErIOD
glaciad pre-Holocenewerereplaced by morexeric woodlands, whichin-
cluded oak and pine(Miller 1998). After theextinction of the Pleistocene
megafauna, human subsi stence strategiesbecame morediverse, andin-
cluded the collection of new terrestrial plantsand animalsand aguatic
species. Thesechangesare seenintheway stonetoolschanged through
time. Smaller side-notched spear pointsand knivesreplaced thelarge
multifunctiona lanceol ate-shaped spear pointsused during the Paleoindian
period. Thesesmaller toolswere designed to bethrown or launched with
aspear-thrower (atlatl) (Figure4) or hafted to handlesand used asknives.

Thesechangesin
the way people lived
wereduein large part
to the physiographic
and climatic changes
occurring in Florida.
Asaresult, subsstence
and settlement patterns
of the Archaic hunting
and gathering groups
also changed. People
begantoliveinlarger

U groups, use different
hr-ﬁ ' typesof stonetoolsand
P “n.— .. inhabitmoreof whatis
now FHorida. Although

b, e theatlatl wasdeveloped

o duringtheArchaic, pot-

A tery and the bow and

Figure 4. Sketch of an atlatl developed during the Archaic period for launching
spears (courtsey of Evelyn Raiford, Historic St. Augustine Preservation Board ).
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arrow had yet to beinventedin North America. Thesetwo major innova-
tionswould comelater during the Trangitional period. Itisimportant to
notethat these changesin material culture, socia organization, and settle-
ment and subsistencedid not occur quickly. AsMilanich (1994:63) points
out, the changesthat arevisiblein the archaeol ogical record took place
over many generations and weretheresult of shifting adaptationsto a
gradualy changing environment.

EAarLy ArcHaic. TheEarly Archaic (7000to 5500 B.C.) repre-
sented a continuation of the Paleoindian occupation of Florida and
occurred during atime of rising sealevels, agradua warming trend
withlessarid conditions, and the spread of oak hardwood forestsand
hammocks. An obviousdifference between the Paleoindian and Early
Archaic isthe shift from lanceol ate blade-like points like Suwannee
and Simpson points to smaller side-notched and stemmed projectile
points/knife forms such as the Bolen and Kirk clusters.

However, the waterlogged artifacts found in the deposits of
an Archaic cemetery at a peat-bog pond site in northern Brevard
County demonstrates how incomplete a picture of past life we have
when we only have lithic artifacts to consider (Doran and Dickel
1988). The Windover Pond site (8BR246) was used as a cemetery
for 1,000 years beginning approximately 6000 B.C. Artifacts pre-
served in this anaerobic environment have provided much informa-
tion about the textile and wood technol ogies of the Archaic peoples
in the East and Central Region of Florida.

Subsistence and settlement patterns became morediversified
during the Early Archaic. The shift in how people lived is reflected
in the location of archaeological sites from this time period across
the landscape. In genera terms, subsistence and settlement patterns
became more diversified during the Early Archaic, perhaps as are-
sult of the shift in climate.

Chert isaflintlike stone found in the limestone formations of
Florida that was quarried by Paleoindians and Archaic peoples and
chipped into tools. Archaic peoples had a larger, though less care-
fully worked tool kit than their ancestors of the Paleoindian period.
While thermal alteration of chert occurred for the first time during
the Early Archaic period, the practice was limited (Powell 1990).
Alternate beveling of the cutting edges of stone toolswas acommon
practice during the Archaic period and is interpreted as evidence of
the resharpening of lateral margins by pressure flaking. Evidence
suggests that the wooden shaft would typically be held in the left
hand whiletheright side of the actual point was resharpened with the
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right hand. Thisprocessresultedintheremoval of flakesinadownward
motion from onelateral margin, then, when the point wasflipped over,
flakeswould be removed from the oppositelateral margininthe same
fashion. Thismethod of resharpening resultsin beveled marginsthat ap-
pear asunifacialy resharpened edgesthat occur on opposite sidesof the
implement (Figure5b).

Figure 5. Sketch showing the beveled edge of a projectile point produced by
pressure flaking (from Purdy 1981).

Debate continues among southeastern archaeol ogists about
whether to place early side-notched formssuch astheBoleninthe Late
Pdeoindianor Early Archaic periods. Thisislargely theresult of conflict-
ing evidence from archaeol ogical sitesin Floridaand the Southeastern
Coastal Plain. Milanich (1994) and Purdy (1981) both describe Bolens
as L ate Paleoindian period implements, since these pointswere recov-
ered in association with lanceol ate Suwannee and Simpson formsat the
Harney Flatssitein Hillsborough County (Daniel and Wisenbaker 1987).
However, other archaeologists assign Bolens to the Early Archaic
(Goodyear 1982; Tesar 1994; Tuck 1974; Widmer 1988).

Numeroussmall Early Archaic specid activity sitesand camp-
sites have been located throughout the Central Florida Highlands
(Milanich and Fairbanks 1980; Milanich 1994). Tesar (1994:111)
summarizes Early Archaic settlement as being characterized by rela
tively large base campsthat were occupied at | east semi-permanently
and smaller seasonal camps and special use sites. These base camps
are often located near “ecotonal breaks” with dependable sources of
freshwater nearby. Because these sites were typically in desirable
locations, they were al so sometimes reoccupied during later periods.

Paleoindian and Early Archaic artifacts are sometimesrecov-
ered in association with each other; however, overall Early Archaic
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settlement patterns appear to be more widespread than those of the
Paleoindian period. This expansion in settlement patterns is prob-
ably due in part to the warming trend and increase in precipitation
that occurred at the close of the Pleistocene. Early Archaic people
also began to utilize coastal and riverine environments more heavily.
However, asMilanich (1994:64) pointsout, we lack information about
the full range of Early Archaic tools (lithic and bone) because of the
scarcity of artifact collections from professionally excavated sites.

MiooLe ArcHaic. Aspopulationsgrew and the climate contin-
ued to become more like modern conditions, Archaic groups began
to become more diversified. They slowly moved into previously
unoccupied environmental niches and began producing stone tools
that tended to be stemmed rather than notched. This diversification
IS seen in the variety of stone tools produced, the exploitation of
shellfish resources, and the increase of archaeological sitesthat date
to thistime period. Archaeologistsrefer to thisperiod asthe Middle
Archaic period (5500-3000 B.C.).

TheMiddle Archaic was awetter period with the intrusion of
mixed pine and oak into the hardwood forest. Asconditions became
wetter after 6500 B.C. (Watts and Hansen 1988), largeriver systems
and wetlands developed, and people began to exploit the resources
associated with these habitats (mainly freshwater shellfish). This
trend toward more sedentary occupations and more circumscribed
territories continued into the Late Archaic, as conditions became simi-
lar to the modern environment. Milanich (1994:76) points out that
Middle Archaic sitesarefound in avariety of locationsaround Florida
including wetland systems such as the St. Johns River Basin. In
sum, Middle Archaic habitation Sitesincreased in size, included denser
amountsof artifactsand for thefirst timeincluded large shell middens.

Lithic technology during the Middle Archaic was centered
on the stemmed point (Figure 6). Few Middle Archaic point typesin
Floridaare side-notched. Stem configurations vary and some are no
more than protrusions that extend from the basal region of the tool
(e.g. Brier Creek or Morrow Mountain cluster). Other stem configu-
rations are well formed and extend as obvious hafting attachments
(e.g. theNewnan cluster). Alternate beveling of pointswasstill prac-
ticed but on alesser degree than during the Early Archaic period.

While basal grinding is seldom found on Middle Archaic
forms, the use of thermal alteration increased during thistime. Ther-
mal alteratioin or heat treating of stone was often done to increase
control over thefracturing propertiesof theraw material. Hesat-treated
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chertiscommonplaceat Middle Archaic sitesin Florida. Althoughthe
thermal ateration of chert took placethroughout the Archaic, thispractice
appearsto have peaked during the Middle Archaic (Ste. Claire 1987).

Figure 6. Archaic tools recovered from the DeBary Area (James Barwick Collec-
tion, PCI photograph courtesy of Freddie and Margie Oglesby, DeBary, Florida).

Late Arcraic. TheLateArchaic (3000-1500B.C.) ischaracter-
ized by the emergence of modern environmental conditionsin Floridaas
major wetland systems devel oped (Watts and Hansen 1988, Table 3).
Depositsfrom L ake Sheder suggest that the dominant natural community
appearsto have been pineforestsinterspersed with swvamps. Weater lev-
elsandfirefrequency werehigh during thistime.

While many, if not most, of the same cultura traitswerecarried
over fromtheMiddleinto the Late Archaic, certain developments sepa
ratethetwo periods. In particular, theuseof stegtite cooking vesselsand
the devel opment of fiber-tempered pottery areuniquetothelLate Archaic
(Milanich 1994; Powell 1990). InVolusaCounty inthe East and Central
Region of Florida, the Late Archaicisdivided into two phases: the M ount
Taylor phase and the Orange phase.

Mount Taylor Phase. Withtheriseof water levelsduring the
Hol ocene, the southern part of the St. Johns River changed to arich habi-
tat that could support freshwater shellfish. The Mount Taylor phaseis
named for thetypesitein VolusaCounty (Goggin 1952) and ischaracter-
ized by theuse of ssemmed projectile pointsand the emergent importance
of freshwater shellfishinthediet of Archaic peoples. Radiocarbon dates
fromtheTick Idand Steonthe &. JohnsRiver inVolusaCounty indicate
that Archaic people begantoliveinthe St. Johns Basin between 4000
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and 2000 B.C. (Miller 1998; Jahn and Bullen 1978). While peopledid
not necessarily occupy different environmenta zonesduring the Mount
Taylor phase, they began to successfully exploit iviparusgeorgianus, a
gtill water snail which growsin coloniesinthe stableenvironment of creeks,
lakes, doughs, and springswithinthe St. JohnsRiver basin (Cumbaa 1976,
Miller 1998;). Bivalvemollusks (Elliptio sp.) and gpple snails (Pomacea
paludosa) aso arefound inthelarge Mount Taylor shell middensblan-
keting the banks of the St. JohnsRiver (Bullen and Bryant 1965).

Extensive shell middensthat dateto the Late Archaic arefound
throughout the state. Interestingly, Milanich (1994:87-88) pointsout
that few large Late Archaic sites are found in the interior forested
regions of Florida. Thisis thought to be the result of areliance on
riverine and coastal wetland resources. Mount Taylor populations
also hunted deer, snakes, and birds and collected wild plants and
nuts. Banner stones of steatite, bone points, and bone tools are found
in Mount Taylor shell middens, typical of the tool assemblage of the
preceramic Archaic throughout the southeast United States (Miller
1998:70).

Recent excavations at the nearby Groves Orange Midden
wet site (8V02601) have recovered an artifact assemblage from the
early occupation of the St. Johns River basin during the Mount Tay-
lor and Orange phases (Purdy 1994; Wheeler and McGee 1994). The
water-saturated Mount Taylor artifacts clearly show the foundations
of the cultural tradition that would develop in the St. Johns area.
Artifacts recovered from the Mount Taylor tool kit include bone and
shell tools for leather and textile working, fishing implements, ma-
rine shell tools, wood working implements, shark tooth tools, and
baked-clay objects used as cooking stones for indirect heating.

The Enterprise Midden site (8VO55) in Volusia County on
the banks of Lake Monroe has yielded artifacts primarily from the
Mount Taylor and Orange phases (Goggin 1952; Russo et al. 1992).
The Enterprise midden wasfirst described by Jeffries\Wyman (1875)
in hismemoir on the fresh water shell mounds of Florida (Figure 7).
The high bluff Wyman described a century ago has been reduced to an
gpron of midden after extensvemining andleveling activity.

The general trend of the Late Archaic can be summarized as
ashift towards large relatively permanent villages. The Mount Tay-
lor phase lasted from about 3000 B.C. until the first hand-molded
fired clay pottery wasintroduced into the archaeol ogical record about
2000 B.C.
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Figure 7. Shell Mound at Old Enterprise (V-\/yman 1875:19-20, Plate 1).

Orange Phase. Insoutheastern North Americathe devel op-
ment of pottery beganin coastal South Carolina, Georgia, and northeast
and southwest Floridaaround the sametime. Thiscrudefiber-tempered
ware marksthe beginning of the Orange phasearound 2,000 B.C. inthe
East and Centra Region of Florida(Milanich 1994: 88; 1998: 29). Bruce
Smith (1986) refersto theintroduction of pottery and the widespread
tradein gourdsin southeastern North Americaasa* container revolu-
tion.” Theuseof pottery spread rapidly among the pre-Columbian popu-
lationsin North Americaand may have played aroleintheintensive ex-
ploitation of wild seed crops and the development of horticulture. Most
of the Orange ceramics contain fibersfrom pal metto fronds or Spanish
mossincorporated into the pottery to hel p strengthenthe clay (Figure 8).
Thetool kit of the Orange phaseissmilar to the Mount Taylor phasewith
the addition of pottery and the concomitant evidence of basketry impressed
ontheclay pots(Milanich and Fairbanks 1980).

By the Orange phase, the L ate Archai c peopleswerewel | adapted
totheriverineenvironments. Miller (1998) pointsout that thereisadra
matic increaseinthe number of sitesrecorded in northeast Floridaat this
time, which not only atteststo their successful adaptation, but alsotoa
rapid growth inthepopulation. Whilefiber-tempered pottery isfound
throughout Florida, Orange wares are found primarily in the north and
eastern partsof the state (Griffin 1945).

TheFloridaTrangtiona periodisidentified onthebasisof devel- TRANSITIONAL
opment of ceramicsrather than major changesin subsistence or settle- PERIOD
ment patterns. The definition of this period has been so problematic, that
Milanich (1994) hasrecommended discarding theterm Transitional pe-
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Figure 8. Sketch of Orange period pottery (courtesy of Evelyn Raiford,
Historic St. Augustine Preservation Board).

riod altogether. However, the Transitional period appearsto mark the
beginning of cultural variationsabout 1200 or 1000to 500 B.C. These
can berecognized in thearchaeol ogical record asdifferencesin ceramic
stylesand designs. Thedegreetowhichthey represent other differences
inlifewaysisnot clear. Infact, variationin ceramic decoration may not
actudly represent acultural trangitionin eastern Florida(Milanich 1994;
Miller 1998). From 1250-1000 B.C. sand began to beintroduced along
with plant fibersinto the ceramics astemper, and the coiling method of
manufacturing clay potswasfirst used (Sassaman 1993).
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In addition to the emergence of ceramic traditions, the Transi-
tiona period hasbeen characterized inthearchaeol ogicd literature by the
inception of limited horticulture. Horticulture preceded the early fiber-
tempered pottery, which appeared in three areas of the southeastern United
States between about 2000 and 1000 B.C. (Sassaman 1993).

A fiber-tempered ceramic variant known as Tick Island In-
cised was produced at the same time as Orange series ware and oc-
cursinthe Upper St. Johns River drainage area. The designsincised
onto the exterior of Tick Island ware are curvilinear and incorporate
small dashesor punctations. A typical design usesconcentric circles
and small dashes between the lines of the circle. Thistypeissome-
what localized and isnot typically found at sites outside of the Upper
St. Johns area.

Duringthelate Trangtiona period, moreand moresand wasadded
totheclay asatempering agent. Eventudly, thistechniquereplaced the
practice of using plant fibersasatempering agent. Early sand and grit-
tempered pottery in north Floridawas produced by the Deptford culture.
The other dominant pottery typethat followed thefiber-tempered tradi-
tioniscaled St. Johns. St. Johns pottery relieson microscopic sponge
spiculesor exoskel etonsastemper. Although some sand wasadded to
thispottery, St. Johnswarelacksthefiber, sand, and grit temper that is
typical of much prehistoric pottery. Deptford and St. Johnswere pro-
duced at the sametime and are often recovered in associ ation with each
other; however, the Deptford cultureareaisprimarily tothenorth of Volusa
County. DeBary islocated in what wasthe St. Johns heartland.

Thelithic assemblage of the Woodland periodissimilar to that of WOODLAND
the Trangtional periodinthat they had projectilepoint formsthat overlap, PERIOD
and expedient toolswere more prevaent than curated tools. Point types
such asthe Citrusand Hernando pointsarefound in sitesthat dateto the
Woodland period. Other point types devel oped during the Woodland
period, although quality of craftsmanship declined. For themost part
Woodland point typesare stemmed, though sometriangular formsappear
and persist into Mississippiantimes. Woodland point typescommonly
found in Floridainclude Broward, Sarasota, Taylor, Bradford, Ocala,
Duval, Columbia, and Weeden I dand points (Powell 1990). Flaketools
and shaped tool s continued to be made during the Woodl and period, but
theemphasi swastill onan expedient flaketool technol ogy.

St. Jorns CuLtures. The S Johnscultural tradition of the East
and Centra region of Floridaincludesadistinctive ceramictradition, the
beginning of mound burid, and asemi-sedentary lifestyle. Inthe St. Johns
culturearea, cultura traitsclearly changed through time, resulting from
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different types of adaptationsand different levelsof social complexity.
St. Johns peopl e adopted and cameto rely on maize, bean, and squash
agricultureinthelater pre-Columbian timesand their socia organization
shifted from the band organization of hunter-gatherersto the chiefdoms
observed by thefirst European explorers of northeast Florida(Miller
1998). The East and Central Floridaregion doesnot contain thefertile
soilsneeded for the dash-and-burn agriculture practiced by peoplesin
the St. Johnsheartland. Therefore, they and their Timucuadescendants
never practiced theintensivefarming, which other groupsemployed to
thewest andintheHoridaPanhandle. Although St. Johnspeople planted
crops, they did not sharethebeliefsor thelevel of social complexity of
inland southeastern cultures (Milanich 1998).

St. Johns pottery was produced from approximately 500 B.C.
until European contact and slightly later (circaA.D. 1513 to 1565).
St. Johnspasteis chalky and surface trestment may be plain, checked-
stamped, incised, painted, or cord marked. Whilethis ceramic type
isfound across the peninsula, the St. Johns River drainage in north-
eastern Florida was the core area of the St. Johns culture. In East
and Central Florida, the St. Johns culture grew directly out of the
Orange culture. Thisis evidenced by the carryover of late Orange
phase designsto early St. Johns period pottery. Within the St. Johns
period there are two major sub-periods, | and 11, which were sepa-
rated at about A.D. 800 with the emergence of check-stamped pot-
tery (Goggin 1952; Miller 1998). Within each of these sub-periods,
there are several divisions.

St. Johns I.  People of the St. Johns | culture (500 B.C. to
A.D. 100) wereforagerswho relied primarily upon hunting, fishing, and
wild plant collecting. During thistime, theresourcesfound near freshwa:
ter wetlands, svamps, and the coastal zonesweretypically themost heavily
exploited. St. Johns| sitesareoften shell middensin coastal zonesthat
contain &. JohnsPlain and I ncised pottery, and occasiona Deptford ce-
ramicsaswell. Theearliest St. Johns pottery hasachaky paste, was
formed using acoiling technique, and was commonly decorated within-
cising. Low sand burial moundsal so appear for thefirst timeduringthe
St. Johns| period.

St. Johns la. At St. Johnslasites(A.D. 100to 500), St. Johns
Plain and Incised pottery continued to be produced and ared-painted St.
Johnsvariant called Dunn’s Creek Red was also made. Deptford and
Swift Creek pottery weretraded into northeast Floridafrom north cen-
tra Floridaand thepanhandle. Exotic Hopewelianartifactsalsooccur in
buria moundsafter about A.D. 100. Thisisthefirst period whereforeign
materid sappear inthearchaeol ogical record of the St. Johnsculturearea
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(Miller 1998:85-86). High-statusburiascontained mica, galena, copper,
anima jaws, ear poals, quartz, and anima effigiesfromthe Hopewellian
trade network (Milanich 1994). Weeden |sland pottery has al so been
recovered fromlate St. Johnslasites.

St. Johns Ib. The St. Johns Ib period (A.D. 500 to 750) is
similar to the St. Johns la period except that Weeden Island pottery
is more common. During this period, St. Johns Plain and Incised
wares and Dunn’s Creek Red pottery were still produced. The ma-
jority of everyday ceramicswere plain. Asthe St. Johns culture con-
tinued in northeast Florida, sand mounds continued to be used and
grew in size as time passed.

St. Johns lla. During the St. Johns Il1a period (A.D. 750 to
1050), St. Johns checked-stamped pottery appears for the first time
(Figure9). Aspopulationsgrew, the number and size of moundsand
villagesincreased. The total number of recorded sitesis greater for
the St. Johns| 1 period than the St. Johns| and showsincreasing settle-
ment of inland environments away from lagoons, streamsand rivers.
Thisindicates less dependence on riverine and coastal resources and
suggests an alternative source of food. By A.D. 800 foreign
nonutilitarian ceramics became common in burial mounds and only
individuals of high status were buried within the mounds (Miller
1998). During the late St. Johns Il1atimes, late Weeden Island pot-
tery wastraded into northeast Floridaand is sometimesrecovered in sand
buria moundsthat dateto thisperiod.

St. Johns lib. During the St. JohnsI1b period (A.D. 1050 to
1513), check-stamped pottery continued to be produced and some
Fort Walton and Safety Harbor culture ceramics were traded into
northeast Florida. During this period, certain southeastern Missis-
sippian traits such as limited horticulture and the use of flat-topped
pyramidal moundsare evident (Milanich 1994:269-270). The Thursby
moundsin Volusia County (8V O35 and 8V 036), the Shields Mound
in Duval County and Mount Royal in Putnam County (8PU35) are
examples of these large ceremonial sites along the St. Johns River.
Of these, Mount Royal is the largest and most famous. It was at
Mount Royal in the late nineteenth century that C.B. Moore found a
copper plate with the “forked-eye” motifs of the Southeastern Cer-
emonial Complex of Mississippian period sites(Milanich 1994). C.B.
Moore (1894) also recovered indirect evidence for agricultural prac-
ticesin VolusiaCounty from the Thursby Mound site (8VO36) in the
form of clay, gourd, squash, and corncaob effigies. Corncob-marked
ceramics and cucurbit seeds and rinds were recovered from Hontoon
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Figure 9. Sketch of St. Johns Check Stamped pottery (courtsey of Evelyn
Raiford, Historic St. Augustine Preservation Board).

Island (8V0202) (Newsom 1987). The St. Johns|1b period ended in
1513, when Spanish explorers arrived in Florida and the lives of the
Floridalndianschanged drasticdly.

St. Johns lic. TheSt. Johnslicperiod (A.D. 1513t01565) is
the period of first European contact or the protohistoric period andis
characterized by theintroduction of European artifacts. Itemssuch as
trade beads, non-aboriginal ceramics, metal hawk’sbells, mirrors, and
iron chiselsand axeswererecovered in burial moundsfrom thisperiod.
Native American artisans reworked metal s such as copper, silver, and
goldinto aboriginal forms. Theseitemswereworn asjewelry and are
interpreted as status markersfor the native peoples. InVolusiaCounty,
the Hontoon Idland wet site (8 0202) yielded Mg olicaceramicsand a
copper cointhat dateto the sixteenth century. The shapesof native pots
recovered at Hontoon Island a so indicate European influences (Purdy
1987).

Early French and Spanish ethnohistoric accountsrefer to na-
tive groups living in the St. Johns River drainage extending east to
the Atlantic coast and as far north as southeast Georgia. Milanich
(1995) refers to the Tumucua speakers of this area as the colonial-
period Eastern Tumucuan. Chief Saturiwa and allied chiefs domi-
nated the areafrom hisvillage near the mouth of the St. JohnsRiver south

ACCULTURATIVE
STAGE



DeBary Archaeological Survey 1 23

along theAtlantic coast to thevillage of Chief Seloy, whichwasthelater
steof . Augudtine. Other dlied eastern Tumucuachiefs, named Emoloa,
Casti, and Malica, lived west of Saturiwa' svillageaong or near the St.
JohnsRiver (Figure 10) (Hann 1996). Further south aongthe St. Johns
River wastheterritory of Chief Uting, achief whose power andinfluence
equaled that of Saturiwaand whoseterritory extended to the areajust
north of Lake Georgein Putnam County. Another group affiliated with
Chief Utinalived along the OklawahaRiver inanareaextendinginto Lake
County, whichissometimesreferredto asibiniyuti.

Other Eastern Tumucuan groups who did not live along the
St. Johns River also are mentioned in sixteenth century accounts.
The Eclavou, Onachagquaraand Omittagualived east of theriver, and
the Astinalived to the west (Hann 1996; Milanich and Hudson 1993).
The Ais were a native group of hunters and gatherers living to the
south of Timucuans along the Atlantic coast. Aisterritory extended
along the Indian River inland. Ais lived primarily off marine re-
sources. ArtifactswithintheAisregion bear affinitiesto the St. Johns
and Glades traditions (Milanich and Fairbanks 1980; Rouse 1951).
While ethnohistorical accounts offer glimpses into the indigenous
populations of East and Central Florida from this period, the native
populations were decimated by the mid-eighteenth century.

Based on thereview of archaeological literature, surveysand
recorded sites in Volusia County and the DeBary area, Table 1 lists

= i

Figure 10. A 1591 DeBry engraving of Cheif Saturiwa and hisallied
vassal chiefsin 1564 (from Fundaburk 1957:Plate 11).
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the possible periods of occupation for prehistoric siteswithin the bound-

ariesof DeBary.

Table 1. Prehistoric Periods of the DeBary Area

Paleoindian
Early Archaic
Middle Archaic
Late Archaic
Woodland
Mississippian
Protohistoric

12,000-9000 BP
9000-7500 BP
7500-5000 BP
5000-2500 BP
2500-1200 BP
1200- AD1513

AD1513- AD1565
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Chapter 4. History of the DeBary Area

This overview of the history of northeast Floridais divided
into general historic cultural periods based on historic and archaeo-
logical literature, maps and manuscripts of northeast Florida, Volusia
County, and the City of DeBary. Interviewsand accountsfrom people
with knowledge of the history of the areaincluding Jesse Beall, His-
torian for the City of DeBary, aso have been incorporated into the
culture history.

FIrsT SpaNisH CoLoNiaL Periop (A.D. 1513-1763)

Thefirst recorded European to reach Floridawas Juan Ponce
de Leon who landed on the East Coast near St. Augustine in 1513.
Panfilo de Narvaez followed him in 1528, landing near Tampa Bay
and trekking into the interior of Florida reaching the Apalachee re-
gion of west Florida. Hernando de Soto landed near Tampa Bay in
1539 and proceeded to march inland through Florida in search of
gold. Thede Soto trail, as reconstructed, headed north from the vil-
lage of Ocale (approximately 25 miles southwest of present day Ocala)
to the west of Gainesville, in the area of the San Felasco Hammock
that was inhabited by Potano and Utina bands of Timucua Indians.
From there, de Soto continued north into Georgia (Milanich and
Hudson 1993). On his trek through Florida, de Soto did not see the
St. Johns River, but the devastating secondary epidemiological and
psychological effects of the expedition on virtually al of the south-
eastern native popul ations were recounted later in French and Span-
ish documents in the early 1560s (Hann 1996).

On May 1, 1562 French Protestants under the command of
Jean Ribault found and explored alargeriver in the northern reaches
of the Florida peninsula (Figure 11). Within ayear the French suc-
cessfully established Fort Caroline on what is today the St. Johns
River, which they called the River of May. In 1564 an additional
force of three hundred French Protestantsjoined the garrison aready
in place, and a foothold for the French was secured on the Florida
mainland. This French presence created a strong threat to the Span-
ish shipping that had to follow the Gulf Stream and pass through the
Bahamas Channel between the mainland and the Bahama Islands
(Franklin and Morris 1996).
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Figure 11. 1591 DeBry engraving of Captain Ribault with Timicua Indians
near the mouth of the St. Johns River (from Fundaburk 1957:Plate 8)

The colony suffered from lack of supplies and poor relations
with the UtinaIndians. Jean Ribault was sent from France with sup-
plies and a contingent of 600 soldiers and settlers to reinforce the
fort. The French and Spanish were in direct competition for Florida
and the Spanish king, Phillip 11, sent Admiral Pedro Menendez de
Avilesto destroy Fort Caroline and reclaim theland for Spain (Tebeau
1971).

Although there had been previous attempts by the Spanish to
establish colonies on the mainland, the French presence in Florida
provided an impetus for another, more determined effort to secure a
base in Florida. Menendez established a base to the south of St.
Augustine and continued to periodically attack the French. In re-
sponse, Ribault formulated a plan to attack St. Augustine from the
sea and organized a group of French ships to carry this out. The
ships ran aground during a hurricane at Matanzas Inlet to the south
of St. Augustine. With 500 soldiers, Menendez took advantage of
the loss of the French fleet and attacked the poorly defended colony
at Fort Caroline on September 20, 1565. Almost al of the settlers
were massacred except for approximately 60 women and children
who were captured (Gannon 1993). About fifty other settlers es-
caped Menendez and sailed for France. Fort Caroline was claimed
by the Spani sh and renamed San Mateo (Milanich and Hudson 1993).
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Menendez then turned south and engaged the shipwrecked
French fleet, Ribault among them, at Matanzas Inlet. The French
surrendered, but Menendez, believing they were heretics and faced
with the problem of caring for about 350 prisoners, killed all but
those professing to be Catholic or musicians. To securethe northern
boundaries of Spanish LaFloridaagainst any further invasionsfrom
other colonial powers, asmall town was settled at Santa Elenaon the
coast of South Carolina. The St. Augustine settlement was main-
tained and a string of Spanish missions were established west across
Floridatowards Tallahassee (Tebeau 1971).

Menendez went on to found the city of St. Augustinein 1565.
Chosen for its strategic location, St. Augustine existed as a military
outpost and as a base for missionaries, who worked at converting the
native population to Catholicism. Military operations took placein
theform of land patrolsto keep other colonia powers (such asFrance
and Britain) from infringing on the Spanish claim. Spanish military
ships also used St. Augustine as a base of operations for protecting
the gold-laden ships that passed through the Florida Straits en route
to Spain from Mexico and South America.

In an effort to convert the Potano Indians and recruit Native
American laborsfor Spanish projects such as the construction of the
fort in St. Augustine, Menedez instituted a mission system across
north Florida in 1565 (Hann 1996; Milanich and Hudson 1993).
Timucuan villages were targeted for the construction of missions,
and accounts of both mission and Indian life were included in Span-
ish documents throughout the seventeenth century. These accounts
mention skirmishes between native groups and the Spanish, disease
epidemics, and the decline of indigenous popul ations (Gannon 1965;
Johnson 1991; Milanich and Hudson 1993).

In 1696, the Jonathan Dickins family was shipwrecked near
the Jupiter Inlet and encountered the Jeaga and Ais tribes. These
groups were not fluent in Spanish and were living independent of
colonization or Christianity. According to Dickinson’saccount, they
appeared to be allied to the Spanish to the extent that the shipwrecked
group pretended to be Spanish to receive better treatment (Andrews
and Andrews 1975; Rouse 1951). Shipwrecks apparently were com-
mon along the Ais-controlled coastline. The Aissalvaged thewrecks
and reportedly killed the survivors (Higgs 1942). However, the sur-
vivors of the Spanish Plate Fleet of 1715 were spared by the native
peoples, after their shipswere destroyed by ahurricane. Excavations
of the McL arty Site (Burgess and Clausen 1976) and the Higgs Site
(Smith 1949) indicate a cooperation between the Ais and the survi-
vors of the disaster (Bellomo 1994).




DeBary Archaeological Survey 1 28

As the number of Timucuan Indians living in this region of
Florida had sharply declined since the arrival of the Spanish, Guale,
and Yamassee I ndians from the Georgia coast and A palachee Indians
from western Florida began to move into the areaaround St. Augus-
tineduring the 1600s. Theeffortsto Christianizethe Timucua, Guale,
and Apalachee Indians increased through the mission system. By
1684 the English settled in Charleston, South Carolina, and influ-
enced the Indiansto overthrow the Spanish in Florida (Tebeau 1971).

In their effort to take the town of St. Augustine, the English
destroyed the missions north of thecity in 1702, but failed to take the
stone fort, although they did burn St. Augustine. St. Augustine was
rebuilt, however, and by 1708 it was the only remaining Spanish
mission in Florida.

After continual struggle for control of the coast, Spain ceded
al of Florida to England in the Treaty of Paris dated 1763. The
British split Floridainto two parts: East Florida, withitscapital in St.
Augustine, and West Florida, withitscapital at Pensacola. Whilethe
Spanish cession caused an immediate rush from Carolinafor land to
use for rice cultivation in the areas above the St. Marys River, the
area south of the St. Marys was for the most part ignored, since it
was characterized as“dismal swamp” (Chesnutt 1978). Yet thearea
was full of timber to be harvested and cultivated for the production
of naval stores.

The American Colonies declared their independence from
Britishrulein 1776. According to Coomes(1975), Georgiaand South
Carolinarequired their citizens to take a strict oath of loyalty to the
Revolutionary cause, forcing loyaliststo seek shelter in the Province
of East Florida.

The native population had been ravaged by war and disease,
which left much of Florida uninhabited by Native Americans by ca.
1750. Thisvoid allowed the Lower Creeks from Alabama, Georgia,
and the Carolinas to migrate into Florida. 1n the field notes accom-
panying de Brahm's 1765 map of Florida (Figure 12), he refers to
these migrating groups with the Spanish term cimarrone, or “wild”
and “runaway” . Theterm“ Seminol€e’ isthought to have derived from
thisreference (Fernald and Purdum 1992).

On the banks of the St. Johns River in a town west of St.
Augustine called Picolata, fifty Lower Creeks ceded theterritory east
of the St. Johns River to the British on November 18, 1765. After

BriTisH PERIOD
(1763-1783)
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the Treaty of Picolata, the west bank of the St. Johns River became
known asthe*Indian Shore” and the native peoples of the North and
Central Region of Floridawereincreasingly referred to as Seminoles
by travelers, government officials, and traders (Weisman 1989, 1999).

Beginning in 1767, Seminole settlement radiated across the
Florida landscape (Weisman 1989). The Seminoles prospered in
Floridaraising cattle and growing their traditional cropsof corn, beans,
squash, and tobacco, as well as crops such as sweet potatoes and
melons borrowed from the Spaniards (Fairbanks 1973). During this
period, the Seminoles established permanent towns from the
Apalachicola River to the &t. Johns River. A Seminole component
was found at the Del.eon Springs site (8V030) in Volusia County.
Among the artifacts recovered were a carved deerbone hairpin, a
Spanish olive jar sherd, and a Kaskaskia point. Dunbar (1981) ar-
guesthat Del.eon Springsmay be one of thelargest and earliest Semi-
nole sites south of St. Augustine.

Instead of the mission system of the Spanish, the British set up
severa trading postsin Florida. Seminoles traded deer, wild cattle,
and fursin exchangefor guns, iron tools, cloth, and avariety of orna-
mental jewelry (Fairbanks 1973; Weisman 1989). During thistime,
runaway black slaves from the Carolina colonies fled to Floridaand
sought refuge either in ablack colony outside St. Augustine, where
they wereto becomefarmersand occasionally soldiers, or in the Semi-
nole settlementsin the interior of the colony. The Seminoles helped
the runaways form their own settlements, and often prevented slave-
catchers from capturing them (Fairbanks 1973).

In 1771 Bernard Romans surveyed the St. Johns River and was
followed by William Bartram in 1773. Bartram traveled along the
river to an area just south of Salt Lake (Cabell and Hanna 1943;
Bartram 1791). Bartram’sfamous observationsof the St. JohnsRiver
and of Seminole Country were detailed, though sometimes exagger-
ated, accounts of the flora, fauna, and native peoples in the area.
Following Bartram, William deBrahm surveyed British East and West
Floridafrom 1766 to 1770. DeBrahm named modern Lake Monroe
after the Grant family, which was given approximately 20,000 acres
on the eastern shore of thelake by the British (Figure 13). However,
no settlements were established on the lake during this period, and
the name was not maintained (Francke et al. 1986). Plantationswere
established along the banks of the St. Johns River on the lower por-
tionsof theriver around Jacksonville, Palatka, and Orange Park. Many
of these were abandoned after the British Period and quickly reoccu-
pied by the Spanish and Spanish loyalists.
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Figure 12. DeBrahms 1765 Map of Florida (courtesy Florida State Archives)

At the Revolutionary War’send, the British defeat at the hands
of the American colonists saw anew Treaty of Paris, which returned
sovereignty of Floridato the Spanish and began the Second Spanish
Period. Many large land grants were awarded along the fertile lands
of the St. Johns River north of present day DeBary. However, most
of the grants awarded to Spanish loyalists to the south were unoccu-
pied during thisperiod (Department of Natural Resources 1849). Near
the end of the Second Spanish Period Moses Levy purchased more
than 50,000 acres of land around the St. Johns River from grant hold-
ers. Levy established aplantation called Hope Hill on the west bank
of theriver near present day Astor and raised sugar cane (Caball and
Hanna 1943).

With the return of the Spanish to East Florida came the at-
tempt to reassert Spanish religious and cultural dominance in the

SECOND SPANISH
CoLoNIaL PEeriob
(1783-1819)
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region, which had adopted a multi-cultural character under British
rule. Although St. Augustine returned to its position of a Spanish
trade entrypoint, it was no longer an essential military position guard-
ing the route of Spanish shipping returning to the Old World. Trade
also took on amore international aspect, with more vessels entering
the harbor under foreign flags than under the flag of Spain (Griffin
1983). Theinflux of foreign nationals into the north Florida region
likewise contributed to the continued deterioration of Spanish domi-
nancein the area, along with agrowing sentiment that the new United
States should control Florida (Franklin and Morris 1996).

Indian refugees from the Creek War of 1814 fled to Florida
and amost doubled the Seminole population. The new Seminoles
were mostly Upper Creeks, originating from central Alabama, and
spoke the Muskogean language. The Florida Seminoles spoke the
Mikasuki language (Fairbanks 1973). Border conflicts between the
Seminole and white settlers increased and culminated in 1817 with
theFirst SeminoleWar. General Andrew Jackson, known to the Semi-
noles as Sharp Knife, invaded Seminole territory killing Indians and
burning houses. This military effort was largely responsible for
Florida becoming a United States Territory with Andrew Jackson as
amilitary governor.

Florida became an U.S. territory in 1821. Landowners who
had been granted land under Spanish rule were permitted to keep
their lands. Governor Jackson organized the Territory of Floridainto
two counties, Escambia and St. Johns, with the legislative council
meeting in Pensacolain 1822, and in St. Augustine in 1823 (Tebeau
1971). The First Seminole War ended with the Treaty of Moultree
Creek in 1823, which stipulated that the Seminoleswould moveto a
reservation in the middle of Florida. Thisled to an increased Semi-
nole presence in the East and Central Lakes Region. The Mizell site
(80OR14) yielded a ceramic assemblage from which the Seminole
pottery type Winter Park Brushed was named (Goggin 1958). Ce-
ramics of European manufactureincluded sherds of blue shell-edged
pearlwares, transfer-printed wares, and kaolin pipe fragments. The
site demonstrates the Seminoles’ use of lakes in the central Florida
Lake district for animal husbandry and plantation agriculture
(Weisman 1989).

During the territorial period, methods of transportation to
connect the coasts to the interior became a priority. In addition to
road improvements and new road construction, travel increased up
inland rivers through the harness of steam power. There was con-
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stant consideration for a canal to be cut through the state. Also, rall
routes began to crisscross Florida.

The Payne's Landing Treaty of 1832 required the Seminoles
to relinquish their land within three years and move onto reserva-
tions in the western United States. The Seminole leader Osceola
killed Chief Charley Emathla who had agreed to move his town to
Oklahoma. When the three years had expired, 180 Seminoles at-
tacked a column of 108 men led by Mgjor Francis Dade. The attack
took place near the Withlacoochee River near present-day Bushnell
while Dade and his men were en route from Ft. Brooke (present-day
Tampa) to Ft. King (near present-day Ocala). The Seminoles left
only three men alive at the battle and they died within a matter of
weeksfrom their wounds (Chamberlin 1995; Covington 1993). With
minimal Seminole casualties, the raid was an overwhel ming victory.
The battle demonstrated to the U.S. Army that the Seminoles, when
organized, represented aconsiderable military force. Inaddition, the
victory resulted in the capture of over one hundred U.S. Army mus-
kets by the Seminoles,

On the same day as the attack on Dade, Osceola led an as-
sault on Fort King. These incidents sparked the Second Seminole
War. During this war, military outposts were established in central
Florida including Fort Christmas, Fort Mellon, Fort Lane, Fort
McNeil, Fort Gatlin, and Fort Taylor inthe St. Johnsbasin (Davidson
1835-37). Nine named steamboats running on the St. Johns River in
1837 were used to service Fort Mellon on the southern shore of Lake
Monroe, transporting troops, provisions, and removing captive Semi-
nolesto Fort Marion (Castillo de San Marcos) in St. Augustine. The
United Statesmadethefirst extensivelogistical employment of steam-
boatsin warfare, contracting atotal of thirty-nine vessels during the
Second Seminole War (Francke 1977:51-58).

In April of 1836 General Winfield Scott, the second com-
mander of the Army of the South in the Second Seminole War, re-
connoitered the St. Johns River aboard the steamboat Essayons. On
an 1836 map in the American Sate Papers, the “New Depot of Gen.
Scott” records the point that Scott identified as an Indian crossing
about eight miles below the southern end of Lake Monroe. Though
it was never fortified, Scott’s depot was referred to as Fort Florida
(Figure 13) (Cabell and Hanna 1943; Francke 1977; Francke et al.
1986).

In 1837, the sameyear that Osceolawas taken prisoner under
awhite truceflag, Lt. Colonel A. C. W. Fanning was sent up the St.
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Figure 13. Fort Florida designated as New Depot of Gen. Scott on 1836 War
Seat Map of Florida (courtesy Florida State Archives).

Johns River with his men. He traveled on the steamer Santee in
search of the Seminole leader King Phillip. On February 8, 1837,
they engaged the Seminolesin askirmish on Lake Monroe. Captain
CharlesMeéllonwaskilled in the fight and Camp Monroe, which was
later fortified, was named Fort Mellonin hismemory (Francke 1977,
Sprague 1964).

The federal forces were confused by the Seminole raid-and-
run tactics and were unfamiliar with the wooded and swampy ter-
rain. Thewar spread to the south, inthevicinity of Lake Okeechobee,
inthe Everglades. After Osceolawas taken prisoner, he was brought
to Fort Marion in St. Augustine. His fellow Seminole prisoners
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starved themselves until they were able to escape through their cell
windows. Osceola, however, contracted malaria and later died in
Fort Moultree, South Carolina (Nolan 1995). The war continued
until 1842, and aimost 4,000 Seminoles were shipped to the western
territories. Hundreds more were killed in battle or died awaiting
deportation (Weisman 1999). Intotal, the Second SeminoleWar cost
the United States an estimated $40,000,000 and the lives of 1,500
troops. The Third Seminole War lasted from 1855 to 1858. More
Seminoleswere deported by the U.S. Government, leaving only about
200 peopleto continue living in south Florida.

In 1845 Floridabecame astate, though by 1861 it would again
leavethe Union. Theareaof the St. Johns River was not settled until
the middle of the nineteenth century following the close of the Third
SeminoleWar. American settlersmoved into the area of the St. Johns
River. Steamboats traversed its waters, and sugar cane was grown
although on a limited scale compared with the earlier grand planta-
tions before the Second Seminole War. However, citrus growing
was expanded on plantations, and cotton cultivation continued (Griffin
1999).

The community of Enterprise was established in 1841 by
Cornelius Taylor, aformer timber agent. Enterprise was built at the
abandoned | akeside site of Fort Kingsbury, where Taylor also planted
citrusgroves (Franckeet al. 1983; Schene 1976). 1n 1843 Enterprise
was the county seat of Mosqguito County (Figure 14), which changed
its name in 1845 to Orange County. During the 1840s and 1850s
shallow-draft steamboats delivered mail from Palatka to Enterprise,
where a post office was established in 1845 (Schene 1976).

By the 1850s Jacob Brock began transporting invalids up the
St. Johns River to Enterprise, which had become popular as ahealth
resort due to its sulfur springs. He built the famous Brock House in
1852, completed a steamboat wharf in front of the 100-room hotel,
and operated the first regular line of Steamboats to Lake Monroe
from Jacksonville. The Brock Lineof steamboatsincluded the Hattie,
Darlington, David Clark, Enterprise, and Floridance. In 1854 the
area of Orange County east of the St. Johns River became Volusia
County and Enterprise became the seat of the new county. In 1855
Governor Broome appointed Elijah Watson of Enterprise asthefirst
sheriff of Volusia County (Francke et a. 1983). The 1860 census
listsfour townsinVolusiaCounty: Volusia, Enterprise, New Smyrna,
and Sand Point (Dunn 1998; Schene 1976).

During the Civil War, Floridajoined the Confederate States of
America. Small militia bands formed in 1861 when Florida se-
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Figure 14. 1831 map of Florida showing location of Masquito County
(courtesy Florida State Archives).

ceded from the Union. Many localsjoined the Confederate Army and
later spent their timeflushing out Union supporters. Florida sprimary role
inthe Civil War wasto provide supplies and troopsto the Confederacy.
Inablockaded South where suppliesweredifficult to obtain, the Confed-
erate mpressment Act collected food suppliesincluding beef, pork, rice,
and potatoesfrom Floridianswho stored these suppliesin warehouse
depotsthroughout thestate. Few significant battleswerefought withinthe
stete.
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Coastal communitiesin Floridawere raided and occupied at will
by Unionforces. Fortunately therewere no military objectivesinthe
interior to draw attention, and no invasion occurred until 1864 (Tebeau
1971). Jacksonvillewasinvaded and abandoned four separatetimes. In
April of 1862, asthe Confederateswithdrew after thefirstinvasion, they
destroyed eight of their own sawmiills, dong with four million board feet of
lumber, anironfoundry, and anironworks. Retreating Confederateforces
followed thetracksinland towards Bal dwin, nineteen mileswest of Jack-
sonville, wherethreerailway linesconverged. To prevent it fallinginto
enemy hands, the Confederate troops pulled up several milesof railroad
track along theroute (Tebeau 1971).

In 1864, the St. Johns River became an important part of the
Union strategy to create the South Atlantic Blockading Squadron.
Under the command of Captain George B. Balch, the St. Johns River
naval forces set out to capture some small Confederate steamersin
order to navigate and explore areas where vessel swith heavier drafts
could not go. The 117-foot Union vessel Columbine captured the
smaller 81-foot sternwheeler General Sumter in Lake George on
March 12, 1864 (Figure 15). Immediately the Union-controlled Gen-
eral Sumter set out to capture the Hattie Brock, which was hauling
150 bales of cotton for export by the Confederacy. They successfully
captured the 131-foot Hattie Brock in Lake Monroe on March 14,
1864, and headed downriver towards Enterprise with the wide
Sdewhederintow.

Figure 15. Sketch of the Union Steamer Columbine (courtesy Jesse Beall,
DeBary City Archives).

At the landing dock of the Brock House, they supplied their
boats with wood fuel and encountered Miss Hattie Brock after whom
the captured boat had been named. According to an account pub-
lished in the New York Tribune on April 1, 1864, from the verandah




DeBary Archaeological Survey 1 37

of the Brock House, Miss Brock expressed her indignation and grief at
the capture of her namesake by the Yankees. Themarinesweregladto
get away as soon astheir boatswere supplied according to the account.
They a so took with them two black malesand three black femalesfrom
thelr stop at Enterprise and 2,000 pounds of sugar from arefinery about
two milesfarther downriver (Francke 1991; Franckeet al. 1986). Ac-
cording to Arthur Francke (1991), aformer historian for DeBary Hall,
Inc., and member of theVolusiaCounty Historicd Commission, theHattie
Brock wastowed for alittle over six hoursto the vicinity of Watson's
Landing located at thelake end of modern MapleAvenue on Lake Mon-
roe. Francke also locatesthe site of the sugar refinery farther down-
streamwithinthemodern city limitsof DeBary on DeBary Creek.

Ensign Sanborn, in command of the Columbine, decided to
destroy the refinery and succeeded in destroying the greater portion
of theworks and all but one of the sugar-processing kettles. By im-
pressing blacks into service, they were able to move the sugar and
kettle by wagons to the river and load it aboard the General Sumter.
Theruins of the refinery were left behind to avoid an encounter with
an approaching force of 30 of 40 confederate guerillas. The ruins of
a sugar mill on DeBary Creek are marked on an 1871 map of the
Lake Monroe area (the same year DeBary Hall was built) and on an
1882 map of DeBary Hall Property. An orange grove surrounding
the “Watson Place” is also marked on the 1882 map just west of a
trail to Watson’s Landing on Lake Monroe (Francke 1991).

During thefourth invasion, Union troops again entered Jack-
sonvilleand moved towards Baldwin along therail track route. Con-
federate forceswithdrew along the route of the advance, and finally a
definitive battlewasfought at Olustee. Thisresultedin Confederate
troops retaining control of Florida sinterior, which they maintained
until the end of the war.

After thewar, reconstruction proceeded in Florida at adecid-
edly slow pace, but by the end of the nineteenth century, Florida's
population had increased to approximately 400,000 people (Marth
and Marth 1988). Thiswas due to homesteading acts as well asthe
citrus, naval stores, lumber, cattle, phosphate, and tourist industries.

In 1871, General Henry R. Sanford bought 12,000 acres near
modern Méllonville on the upper St. Johns and experimented with
growing various kinds of fruit trees (Cabell and Hanna 1943). Dur-
ing the same year, Samuel Frederick deBary, a prominent wine and
Mumm’s Champagne importer, businessman, and sportsman from
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New York City, builtamansonknowntoday asDeBary Hall. Itsitdianae
architectureistypical of southern plantation housesof theera. DeBary
becameinterested in Floridathrough guidebooks such asthe Rambler,
which featured Jacob Brock’shotel at Enterprise, theVolusaCounty seat
until 1888. DeBary ran acitrusand orange plantation on thelakeside
property and wintered at the mansion until hisdeathin 1898 (Figure 16)
(Francke 1991; Franckeet al. 1986).

Frederck DeBary aind feiemds af DeBary Hall

Figure 16. Fredrick DeBary and friends at DeBary Hall in 1878 (courtesy

Jesse Besall, DeBary City Archives).

In 1875 DeBary purchased hisfirst steamboat the George M.
Bird. He used the boat to transport his horses and dogs on hunting
expeditions and to transport his fruit to market. By 1876 he had
established the DeBary Merchants Line, which began transporting
the mail in 1880 and later merged with the BayaLinein 1883. The
DeBary-BayaMerchantsLine operated atotal of 13 steamersinclud-
ing the Frederick DeBary and the Fannie Dugan (Francke 1987,
Francke et al. 1986).

The DeBary-BayaLine bought the 12-year-old Fannie Dugan
in 1884 (Figure 17). Already over-aged for a wooden vessel, the
Fannie Dugan received new boilers and new wheels, then served as
the temporary replacement for the Frederick DeBary which had burned
tothewaterlinein 1883. The 165-foot Fannie Dugan was abandoned
onthenorth bank of DeBary Creek just below DeBary Hall in 1885 and
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sdvagedin 1886. Thelargebdl wastransferred onto another of theDeBary
steamers called the City of Jacksonville. A crankshaft remained with
thewreck until it wasremovedinthe 1960s. Itisondisplay at thenearby
Blue Spring State Park (Francke 1987).

FANNIE DUGAN

Figure 17. The Steamship Fannie Dugan (courtesy Jesse Bedll, DeBary
City Archives).

In 1876 Luther Caldwell bought Jacob Brock’s Enterprise prop-
erty, and invested heavily intheformation of theAtlantic Coast, &. Johns,
and IndianRiver railways. During the 1880s, ironwasshipped viasteam-
boatsfor the construction of theIndian River Railroad and for the Enter-
prisetoTitusvilleRailroad. IndianRiver citruswasshipped dongtherails
terminating on arail-pier between Broadway and present-day Providence
Boulevard in Enterprise, where steamboatswereloaded. From 1880to
circa1890, Fort Floridawasasteamboat |anding and freight dock (Fig-
ure 18). Situated near ashell mound on the west bank of the St. Johns
River, Fort Floridaliesacrosstheriver from the mouth of the Wekiva
River andislocated on private property near the Fort HoridaRoad through
present-day DeBary (Franckeet a. 1986).

Freezing temperatures in northern parts of Floridain the late
nineteenth century encouraged the development of the citrus indus-
try in south Florida. Frederick DeBary’scitrusgrove that was planted
fromthe DeBary Mansionto DeBary Creek frozein 1894 and againin
1895 (Dreggorsand Hess 1989).  Growers began thelong process of
converting the south Floridaswampland to farmland. Major railroads
were congtructed throughout the state during thistime. Therailroadsbuilt
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Figure 18. Steamboat landing and frei ght dock a Fort Floridain DeBary
(courtesy Jesse Bedll, DeBary City Archives).

by Henry Plant, William Chipley, and Henry Hagler opened up previoudy
undevel oped areas of the state.

In 1887 the Plant System gave accessto Jacksonville on the Jack-
sonvilleTampa& Key West Railroad from aspur connecting the City of
Enterpriseto the Enterprise Junction located in present-day DeBary. En-
terprise Junction waslater referred to as Benson Junction and functioned
asaconnecting point between the north-south mainline between Jack-
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Figure 19. Enterprlse Junction and nineteenth-century railwaysin Volusia

County. (courtesy Florida State Archives)

1986).
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In 1898, Tampaserved asthe staging point for the United States
(including Teddy Roosevelt’'s Rough Riders) during the Spanish-Ameri-
can War. At the turn of the century, Governor Napoleon Bonaparte
Broward brought Progressive politicsto Florida, calling for improved
education, health standards, natural resource protection, devel opment of
south Florida, and prison reform, among other issues. Socia changeoc-
curred rapidly in Floridain the early twentieth century. Electrical and
telephone servicereached many partsof the state, and commercia goods
were more accessible (Gannon 1993). Theearly twentieth century also
saw thebeginning of Prohibition. FHorida'sgeographica locationand miles
of coastlinemadeit very attractiveto smugglersbringing liquor fromthe
Bahamasand other Caribbean idands (Gannon 1996).

The Valdez area of Volusia County became known as North
Monroe and was pioneered by Zeke Stafford in 1911. Stafford oper-
ated alaunch-lighter ferry, which ran fromtheriver end of Old Mon-
roe Road to the present day 1-4 bridge at the outlet of Lake Monroe
(Figure 20). The Monroe-Deland Ferry continued until awooden

Ferry, with boal beside i - Lake Monroe, Florida -- aboal 1916

Figure 20. Ferry transporting a motorcar across Lake Monroe ca.1916
(courtesy Jesse Bedll, DeBary City Archives).

drawbridgewasbuilt acrossthe sameareain 1916. Ferriesand bridges
wereprimarily aresponseto motorcars, which replaced the steamboats
asthetransportation of choiceinVolusaCounty. Stafford then operated
the hand-rotated crank turning draw mechanism and collected the 50-
cent toll charged each way. Hishousewasl|ocated midway acrossthe
bridge which had afirst floor under the bridge with akitchen, bedroom
and dining room (Figure 21). When water wastoo high, asecond floor
with akitchen, aliving room, abathroom, two bedrooms and an office

SPANISH-AMERICAN
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were used exclusively. Thefirst Monroe Bridge continued to operate
until the construction of the present US 17/92 bridgewas completedin
1933. Withthe advent of DeBary in 1948, thevicinity of North Monroe
became known as South DeBary (Franckeet al. 1986).

Figure 21. The first Monroe Bridge was operated by a hand-rotated crank
turning draw mechanism (courtesy Jesse Bedll, DeBary City Archives).

For Florida, the 1920swere atime of boom and bust, both fu-
eled by real estate and land development. Swelling property pricesand
land valuesfed boomsin transportation, construction, and banking. The
state became adesirabl e vacation and retirement destination. 1n 1925,
the Ox Brush Fibre Company moved fromitsorigina locationin Sanford
to Benson Junctionin DeBary (Figure22). It successfully operated within
thecity limitsof DeBary and at one time wasthe largest producer of
brushesin the United States.
The brush company, which
produced brushesfrom cab-
bage pam fibers, also in-
cluded seventeen employ-
ees housesand supported a
grocery storeand post office
(Figure23). Theplant finaly
closed in the 1970s
(Dreggors and Hess 1989;
Franckeet al. 1986).
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Figure 22. Photograph from the Ox Fibre Brush Company (courtesy Jesse
Bedll, DeBary City Archives).
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canesin 1926 and 1928 and the arrival
of theMediterraneanfruit fly in 1929 com-
plicated matters. Despitetheblow tothe
citrusindustry, agriculture (fruit, truck
farming, cotton, corn, and cattle) remained
the economic mainstay of the state. Al-
though real estate and tourism rebounded
dightly towardstheend of the decade, the
forward momentum was halted by the
stock market crash of 1929 (Gannon
1996).

Insharp contrast totheglamor- =+ =~
ouslifestylesof thewealthy on Florida's
coads, African-AmericanlifeinFloridafor '
thefirst half of the twentieth century was defined by political and social
repression (Figure24). Blackswerekept from voting by the Poll Tax and
all-whiteprimaries. Theturpentineindustry imposed atype of forced
[abor on many black workers (Gannon 1993). Black workersfound jobs
in DeBary at the Ox Fiber Company in DeBary during the early part of
thecentury.
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Figure 24. Company picnic at the whirl on the St. Johns River (courtesy
Jesse Besall, DeBary City Archives).

Figure 23. Post
Office at Benson
Junction ca.1945
(courtesy Jesse
Bedl, DeBary
City Archives).
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Although New Deal politicsand tourism dollars helped during
the Depression of the 1930s, Florida seconomy benefited from the onset
of WorldWer [1. Itstemperate climateled toitsextensive usefor training
troops, and it was not unheard of to spot German submarines off the
Atlantic coast. Thedevelopment of the highway system that accompa-
nied thismilitary growth contributed to aboom in tourism after thewar
ended. Industry and agriculture aso rebounded during the 1940s. Both
migrant labor and labor unionsbecame more common (Gannon 1993).

Settlement in DeBary was sparse until after the Second World
War when FH oridaPower and Light constructed agenerating station near
Benson Junction on the north side of the St. JohnsRiver. Until theearly
1940smembersof the DeBary family used DeBary Hall asawinter resi-
dence. In 1947 Plantation Estates, Inc., purchased alarge areawhich
wasformerly part of the holdingsof theDeBary estate. Much of thisarea
totheeast of present US 17/92 was platted and sold for residential de-
velopment.

Likeresdentsof the DeBary areathrough the centuries, local
peopl e fished and hunted along the St. Johns River and in the area of
Lake Monroe in the early
part of thetwentieth century
to supplement their incomes.
JesseBedl| recdlsrunninga
catfishing outfit on the St.
Johns River in the 1950s.
Bedll oftentook someof his
catch home for supper but
sold most of the catfish at

Figure 25. Prehistoric Floridares dents
killing alligators(DeBry 1591,
in Fundaburk 1957).

the fish market for 30 centsa
pound. In addition to commer-
cid fishing, Bedl found dligator
hunting agood but dangerous
way to supplement his65 cents
an hour wage from the Ox Fi-
bre Brush Company (Figures25
and 26)(Ste. Claire 1998).

Figure 26. Modern Florida resident killing
aligators on the St. Johns River (courtesy

Jesse Beall, DeBary City Archives).
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In the second half of the twentieth century, Florida has experi-
enced atremendousinflux of populationfromwithinthe United Statesand
from other countries, including Cubaand Haiti. Cape Canavera onthe
Atlantic coast hasbeen the site of many historic advancesin spaceexplo-
ration. Tourist attractionsbring millionsof visitorsfromaroundtheworld
toHoridaevery year. Industry and agriculturecontinuetothrivein Horida
today.

Most of the growth and land devel opment since the 1950sin
the DeBary areahasbeenresidential. From 1959 until 1975, DeBary
Hall was used as the headquarters for the Florida Federation of Art,
Inc. Attheurging of Senator Everett Dirksen, DeBary Hall was pur-
chased by the State of Floridain 1967 and continued to be used by
the Florida Federation of Art, Inc. This property was placed on the
National Register of Historic Placesin 1973.

During theearly 1970s, largetracts of land at the south end of
the Del.and Ridge were subdivided and developed. In addition, the
construction of the Florida Power peak energy facility north of
Highbanks Road and the enlargement of Lake Konomac to provide
cooling water for the plant have altered the landscape of DeBary sig-
nificantly. DeBary Hall functioned asasenior center from 1977 until
1989. In 1990 the state |eased the property to Volusia County under
afifty-year renewablelease. The county commissioned acontinuing
plan to restore the house and grounds for use asamuseum. Renova-
tionsbeganin 1993, the same year that DeBary incorporated asacity
and elected its first city council. Volusia County acquired Gemini
Springsin 1994.
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Chapter 5. Archaeological Survey Methods

Panamerican Consultants, Inc., conducted areconnai ssance-
level archaeological survey for the City of DeBary toidentify cultur-
ally sensitive zones and to gather information about prehistoric and
historic period cultural resources within the municipal boundaries
of DeBary, Florida (Figure 28). PCI staff used the data collected to
make apreliminary evaluation of thelocal and regional significance
of the archaeological sites and to identify potentially sensitive ar-
chaeological areas.

BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW

The background review was designed to familiarize PCI re-
searcherswith the existing literature regarding the environment, pre-
history, and history of DeBary and its immediate surroundings.

During this phase of the survey:

o Datawasgathered onthe natural environment, settle-
ment patterns and subsi stence strategies of prehistoric
popul ations, aswell as historic information about the
North and Central Regions of Floridato predict site
locations.

e Archaeologica modelsfor settlement and sitelocation
werereviewed from scholarly publicationsand survey
reports from the areaof DeBary, Volusia County and
northeastern Florida.

e TheHoridaMaster Site Fileswere searched for previ-
oudly recorded archaeol ogica siteswithin themunicipa
boundariesand from rel ated areas such asLake Monroe
andthe St. JohnsRiver Basin.

Published and unpublished documents were reviewed and
studied from:

PCI research library and collections
Florida Master Site Files
University of South Florida Library and Special Collections
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State Library of Florida

Florida Sate Archives Photographic Callection

Florida Department of Natural Resources

Florida Department of Agriculture

The City of DeBary Historic and Photographic Archives

Past issues of The Florida Anthropologist were researched
for pertinent articles, and A Selected Bibliography of Florida Ar-
chaeology and Related Topics (Vojnovski 1997) published by the
Central Gulf Coast Archaeological Society, achapter of the Florida
Anthropological Society, was consulted for additional materialssuch
as unpublished manuscripts and reports.

As part of the historic review, early survey, postal, and war
maps at the State Library of Floridaand University of South Florida
were inspected. Additional maps were obtained from PCI and City
of DeBary archives to trace the history of DeBary’s growth. Pam-
phlets and brochures from DeBary Hall, Inc., Florida newspaper ar-
ticles about the DeBary area, and photographs of significant indi-
viduals and organizations were studied from the State Library of
Florida, the Florida State Archives Photographic Collection and the
City of DeBary Archives. The pre-urban environment wasresearched
through the use of soil survey mapsand aerial photographsof Volusia
County, U.S.GS. quadrangle maps, and GIS maps of the City of
DeBary including contours, vegetation, soils, and the 100-year flood
plain.

Knowledgeable local informants were relied upon to collect
information on unrecorded sites. DeBary Historian Jesse Beall took
PCI researchers to meet with property owners and residents in the
DeBary areato gain more information about “ backyard” cultural re-
sources. Local amateur archaeologists and historians, landowners
and enthusiasts brought avariety of information to the survey through
meetings, phone conversations, and DeBary Archaeology Day at the
Florence K. Little Town Hall, August 28, 1999 (Appendix C).

Withthelimitationsof timeand funds, first priority wasgiven
to locating and documenting previously unrecorded sites. DeBary
Historian Jesse Beall worked in cooperation with PCI staff and
DeBary residentsto locate new sites and revisit selected sites along
DeBary Creek, the St. Johns River, and the mouth of Lake Monroe.
Owners were interviewed about the history of their properties and
permission was obtained for theteam to walkover siteson their prop-
erties (Appendix D).

INFORMANT
INTERVIEWS

ARCHAEOLOGICAL
FiELp
INVESTIGATIONS
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A non-intrusivereconnai ssance of identified steswasmadeand
artifactslying onthe surface, in therootsof treesandin the spoil heapsat
the entrances of animal burrowswere collected for analysisat the PCI
laboratory. Elevated areasand eroded depositsalong lake, creek, and
river bankswereinspected for evidence of human subsistence activities.
Non-vegetated areas al so were checked for archaeol ogical materials.
Wood and ferrousfragments of the Fannie Dugan steamship weredis-
tributed d ong the shordline, embedded and protruding from the soft sandy
banks. The location of the wreck was estimated based on the actual
dimensonsof thevessal and thedistribution of thesematerials.

Field notes were kept and, when appropriate, sketch maps
were made. Photographs were taken to document the material re-
mains and visual site boundaries. The locations of sites were re-
corded in the field with a Garmin GPS 12 utilizing software 4.53
providing aposition accuracy of lessthan 15 meters subject to accu-
racy degradation to 100 meters under the US DOD-imposed Selec-
tive Availability Program.

Florida Site Fileformswere completed for all newly recorded
archaeological sites during the survey. Geographic locations of all
sites were noted on copies of the Orange City or Sanford U.S.G.S.
Quadrangle maps accompaning each form. PCIl also provided the
City of DeBary with acopy of these maps of site locationsincluded
in this report.

When possible, apreliminary evaluation of thelocal and re-
gional significance was made for new or revisited sites. Criteriafor
evaluating the significance of siteswere based on federal criteriafor
assessing eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places as
presented in 36 C.F.R., Part 63, Determination of Eligibility for In-
clusioninthe National Register of Historic Places. Consistent with
the Division of Historical Resources’ guidelinesfor cultural resource
projects in Florida, The Historic Preservation Compliance Review
Program of the Florida Department of Sate, these criteria are rec-
ommended by FDHR for federal, state and local projects.

The principal criteria used to evaluate the significance of
sites are:

1. Theability of asiteto contribute important scientific
information to the study of regional or local prehis-
tory or history;

2. Theassociation of asite with aperson or event impor-
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tant to regional or local prehistory or history;

3. Theassociation of asitewith agroup or district that is
considered to be of regional or loca significance;

4. Thepossession of qualities considered unique or rare,
or that provide an especially well preserved example
of a particular type of site; and a site’s potential for
public display and interpretation.

The data collected during a reconnaissance-level survey is
insufficient to make a complete determination of National Register
eligibility. Certainly, the background and literature review of the
survey providesthe geographic, archaeol ogical, and historic contexts
from which site significance can be tested. Systematic subsurface
testing and/or controlled test excavations should be conducted to pro-
vide supporting evidence.

The criteria listed have been followed for this project. The
development of criteria established locally for site significance is
encouraged and in keeping with the intent expressed in Chapter 9J
5.003(35) F.A.C., Minimum Criteria for Review of Local Govern-
ment Comprehensive Plans and Deter mination of Compliance. For
example, arenewed popular interest in the vernacular architecture of
Florida's wood-frame “ cracker houses’ has lead architects to study
the regional traditions and architectural forms. Wooden structures
built by the early nineteenth century homesteadersthrough the Semi-
nole Indian Wars, the Civil War, and into the first decades of the
twentieth century would fit the time frame for the cracker architec-
ture of Florida. The elements of the cracker farmhouse, plantation,
and townhouse have been used as the basis for the design of modern
buildingsthroughout Florida (Haase 1992). Cracker Vernacular struc-
tures built during these periods may be extant within the municipal
limits of DeBary.

One such structure reviewed during the DeBary survey isthe
home of former resident James Barwick, identified during a trans-
mission line right-of-way survey for the Florida Power Corporation.
The house was built in 1910, but was in ruinous condition and was
being used for storage during the 1994 survey. The Barwick House
as described below (Bellomo 1994:50) was revisited during the
DeBary survey project. It is representative of the early Frame Ver-
nacular rural architecture of the region, but isnot considered eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places because of its condition
(Appendix A).
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Chapter 6. Survey Results

To meet the objectives of the survey, PCl staff searched the
FloridaMaster Site Filefor archaeol ogical surveysand sitesrecorded
within the city limits of DeBary. PCI staff developed a site location
predictive model and generated a preliminary archaeological sensi-
tivity map of the City of DeBary with high, medium and low prob-
ability zones. Results of the archaeological field investigation in-
cluded the location and mapping of new sites, as well as revisiting
selected sitesin the large high probability zone along theriver. Pre-
[iminary recommendati ons were made based on datafrom the Florida
Master Site File office and information collected in the field.

REesuLTs oF FLorRIDA MASTER SIiTE FILE SEARCH

On of August 11, 1999, PCI staff searched the Florida Mas-
ter Site File to conduct areview of archaeological surveysand sites
previously recorded within the municipa boundariesof DeBary. The
sites are recorded on maps taken from the U.S.G.S. Sanford and
Orange City 7.5 Quadrangle maps (Appendix D) and areview of sur-
veysand sitesispresented below.

Previous Surveys CoNbUCTED IN DEBARY.

Beginning in the early Archaic period and continuing into
historic times, the St. Johns River and Lake Monroe have provided
potable freshwater and aguatic resources to residents of the DeBary
area, and have served asapart of aninterconnected corridor for trans-
portation to other areas north and south of DeBary. A total of six
systematic archaeological surveys, most |ocated near theriver, have
been funded by Volusia County, the Florida Power Corporation, the
Florida Department of Transportation, and developers near well-
known archaeologically sensitive areas. Previous cultural resource
investigationswithin thecity limitsof DeBary recorded inthe Florida
Master Site File are discussed below including the type, purpose,
and results of each survey.
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Survey No. 262. In 1973 the Florida Department of State,
Division of Archives, History and Records Management surveyed
four tracts of land in central Florida for the Florida Power Corpora-
tion (Miller 1973). One of thesetractswasin DeBary. Inthistract,
two sites were recorded on Pine Island: 8V 0191 (Apple Snail Site)
and 8V 0192 (Vittaria Site). Both of these midden sites are believed
to date to the St. Johns period and were recommended as potentially
eligible for the NRHP.

Survey No. 3353. 1n 1992 Florida Archeological Services,
Inc. (FAS), conducted an archaeological site assessment survey in
association with the proposed ateration of SR 15-600 (US 92) in
Volusia County (Johnson and Ashley 1992). No archaeological sites
wererecorded during thissurvey. One historic structure, the Orange
City Fire Tower, was recorded and recommended as ineligible for
the NRHP; however, this structure is located outside of the DeBary
city limits.

Survey No. 3486. In 1992 R. Christopher Goodwin & Asso-
ciatesInc., completed an archaeological survey of the Planned 10-in.
O.D. Sanford Florida Power & Light Loop and Meter Station (Ath-
ensand Donald 1992). During thissurvey only one sitewasrecorded:
Site 8V 04585, an early-twentieth-century homestead. Site 8V 04585
was recommended as ineligible for the NRHP.

Survey No. 3585. Janus Research conducted a survey of
210 acres in Volusia County for Pinnacle Companiesin April 1993
during a cultural resource assessment survey of the Gemini Springs
Project Site (Estabrook 1993). A total of nine sites were located
within the project area, two of which were considered to be poten-
tially eligible for the NRHP. The seven sites considered ineligible
included 8V 04376-4377, 8V 04379-4383, three of whichweresingle
lithic flakes, onewasasingle sherd, and three were sparse lithic scat-
ters. Thetwo potentially eligible sitesinclude 8V 04378, the Gemini
Springs Midden, and 8V 04384, the Gray Residence. The Gemini
Springs Midden is alarge freshwater shell midden dating to the ter-
minal Archaic and St. Johns periods, and the Gray Residence is a
€a.1900, I-type, Frame Vernacular styleresidencewith few alterations.

Survey No. 3940. Janus Research completed a cultural re-
source assessment survey of Florida Power Corporation’s DeBary-
Winter Springs 230kV transmission lineright-of-way in Volusiaand
Seminole counties (Bellomo 1994). Thissurvey wasacorridor study
of 20 miles of right-of-way with a corridor impact area of 110-180
feet inwidth. The survey resulted in the location of five prehistoric
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siteswithin the corridor and four historic structureslocated near, but not
withinthecorridor. Noneof the steswasdetermined to meet thecriteria
forinclusonintheNationa Register of Historic Places.

Survey No. 5486. In 1998, SouthArc, Inc., completed a
cultural resources survey of the Riverside at DeBary development
area (Dickinson and Wayne 1998). SouthArc conducted a prelimi-
nary pedestrian survey of the area to identify previously recorded
sitesand areas of potential resources. Thispreliminary survey iden-
tified and relocated five previously recorded archaeological sitesin
the general vicinity of the Riverside tract (8V 046, 8V 047, 8V 048,
8V 049, and 8V050). Only Site 8V 048 (Fort Florida Midden) was
within the project area. The Fort Florida Midden is a shell midden
containing bone, lithic debitage, and St. Johns ceramics. Middle
Archaicand St. Johns|1 componentswereidentified at thissite. Site
8V 048 was recommended as potentially eligible for the NRHP and
additional archaeological testing of the site was recommended.

A search of the Florida Master Site File was conducted to
identify previously recorded archaeol ogical siteswithinthecity lim-
its of DeBary. The official number, name, location, type, setting,
and significance for each site are summarized below. Based onin-
formation available at the Florida Master Site File as of August 11,
1999, there are 25 recorded archaeological siteswithin the city lim-
itsof DeBary. Theexact locationsof only three of these sites (8V 045,
8V 046, 8V 052), recorded by late nineteenth century archaeol ogists
(LeBaron 1884; Moore 1894), have not been determined. These
sites may have been destroyed after they were recorded or may be
the same as or related to other nearby sites.

Site 8V045. The Barker’s Landing Midden is said to be
located on the east bank of the St. Johns River, two miles north of
the mouth of the WekivaRiver. Based on thisvague description the
general vicinity of the site has been plotted on a USGS topographic
map by the Florida Master Site File Office. Very little information
relating to this site is known athough it is described as a midden.

At the mouth of the Wekiva there are two mounds on the east
bank of the Saint John’s. They are 1 mile south of Emanuel
Landing. Oneis about 100 feet from the river, on the edge of
the hummock, and the other is about 250 yards, and in the hum-
mock (LeBaron 1884:775).

A note to check Bartram and sites 8V 044, 8V 046, and 8V 047 is
included in the file. There is insufficient information to make an
assessment of Site 8V045's NRHP eligibility status.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL
SiTES RECORDED
IN DEBARY
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Site 8V046. One of two middens (or mounds) on the east
bank of the St. Johns River near the mouth of the Wekiva River
(described by LeBaron, quoted above for Site 8V 045), Site 8V 046
may be the same as or related to the Fort Florida Midden (Site
8V 048). A note to check Bartram and sites 8V 044, 8V 046, and
8V 047 isincluded in the file. Thereisinsufficient information to
make an assessment of Site 8V046's NRHP eligibility status. This
mound or midden may be located between Fort Florida Road and
theriver. Construction of existing houses along the river may have
destroyed this site (Dickinson and Wayne 1998).

Site 8V047. Thisisone of two middens (or mounds) on the
east bank of the St. Johns River near the mouth of the Wekiva River
(described by LeBaron 1884, quoted above). In 1998 thismound or
midden was said to be located approximately 75 m from Riverside
Drive in an oak hammock. The mound is 2 m high and 20 min
diameter. One pothunter’sholewas noted in 1998 but otherwisethe
site appeared to be intact (Dickinson and Wayne 1998).

Site 8V048. Thisisthe Fort Florida Midden described by
Moore (1894a:83) as being one mile south of the mouth of the Wekiva
River, alocation which correlates with Emanuel Landing (see Site
8V 046 above). Prior to Moore's visit, Wyman (1875:21) had re-
ferred to shell fields bordering the river in this area. In the 1960s
Pat McMullen of St. Cloud, Florida, collected St. Johns Check
Stamped and St. Johns Plain sherds from the surface of the site. In
1998 the location of Site 8V 048 was verified during a cultural re-
source assessment survey (Dickinson and Wayne 1998). Multiple
components were identified at this shell midden including St. Johns
Il and Archaic. Artifacts collected include St. Johns Plain sherds,
St. Johns Check Stamped sherds, St. Johns Cordmarked sherds,
worked bone, a reworked Putnam projectile point, and some his-
toric artifacts dating to the early twentieth century. No assessment
of Site8V 048 sNRHPédligibility status was made although further
testing of the site was recommended.

Site 8V049. The Fort FloridaMound isaburial mound on
the eastern bank of the St. Johns River about one mile south of the
mouth of the Wekiva River. The exact location of the mound is
unknown but the site has been plotted on a USGS topographic map
at the Florida Master Site File office based on a description from
Moore (1894). Moore excavated a trench through this 6.5-ft. tall
mound in 1894 and found it to be stratified. Moore recorded find-
ing check-stamped and plain sherds and portions of a human skel-
eton disturbed by aprevious excavator. A note from LauraRobbins
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Schell dated October 28, 1997, statesthat thissite may have an artifact
and/or human skeletal collection that was accessioned to the Wagner
Freelnstitute of Sciencein 1919.

Site 8V050. Mound Near Fort Florida was described by
Moore (1894a:83) as being stratified with sand and shell. This
mound isthought to be one excavated by Wyman aswell. The exact
location of thismound is unknown and has been plotted on aUSGS
topographic map by the FloridaMaster Site File Office based solely
on Moore's vague description.  The mound may be located at the
end of Riverfront Drive within a dirt driveway to a residence
(Dickinson and Wayne 1998).

Site 8V0O51. Thrasher’'s Shell Pit was first described by
LeBaron 1884 (775) as being located “near or on land of Colonel
Thrasher, about aquarter of amilefrom the Saint John’sRiver, across
amarsh. Thismound is 1 mile north of Lake Monroe, on the east
sideof theriver.” Thelocation waslater described inthe sitefileas
about three miles below the outlet of Lake Monroe on the north
bank of the St. Johns River. From 1932 to 1934 James Gut of
Sanford, Florida, collected shell tools from this site. Two Busycon
celts, two Srombus celts, two Busycon gouges, and one columella
chisel are now part of the Simpson Collection at the University of
Florida.

Site 8V052. Thissand mound near the northern end of Lake
Monroe was described by C.B. Moorein 1894 (83):

Near therailroad bridge crossing the St. John’s at its exit from
the lake is an unsymmetrical mound of sand. It lies back of the
hammaock land bordering theriver on the eastern back. Itisnot
visible from the channdl. Its height is 8 feet 5 inches; its cir-
cumference, 275 feet. It is composed of pure white sand
ungtratified. No shell deposit isin theimmediate vicinity. Six
feet from the margin of the base of the southwestern portion of
the mound atrench was dug 13 feet in breadth, converging to
10 feet at the end and 37 feet in length. At a depth of 9 feet
water was reached. Beyond one piece of charcoal, absolutely
nothing was found denoting human agency in the erection of
the mound.

Site 8V 052 has been plotted on a USGS topographic map by the
Florida Master Site File Office based on this vague description.

Site 8V054. The exact location of the DuBarry Creek
Midden is unknown and only the general vicinity is shown on the
maps at the Florida Master Site File. Recorded by Goggin in the
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1950s, the DuBarry Creek Midden is described as being located on
DeBary Creek. Littleisknown about the site other than it was vis-
ited by JeffriesWyman in the 1870s. Hisdescription of the siteisas
follows:

A few hundred yards to the westward of Old Enterprise...isan
“oldfield,” whereathin deposit of shells extends a ong the shore
about three hundred feet, and is distributed uniformly over the
surface behind (Wyman 1875:20-1).

No NRHP evaluation of this site has been made.

Site 8V0144. The Goodacres Midden wasrecorded in 1966
by W.C. Smith, who was referred to the site by Mrs. H.H. Simpson.
Site 8V 0144 is a shell midden on the east bank of the St. Johns
River at the Goodacres Development about five miles north of
Sanford, Florida. A few sherds (type not noted) were collected from
the surface but none were found in the midden. Projectile points
(type not noted) were collected from bulldozed areas. Materialsfrom
the site are part of the Simpson Collection.

Site 8V0191. The Apple Snail Site was recorded in 1973
(Miller 1973) on Pine Island. No artifacts were found at this shell
midden but based on excavations at nearby Site 8V 0192 (see be-
low) it is believed that Site 8V 0191 dates to the St. Johns period.
The shell composition of these two middens was nearly identical
indicating deposition in a similar environment and time period. It
was recommended that this site be avoided during construction of a
power plant. If avoidance was not possible partial excavation of the
site was recommended.

Site 8V0192. TheVittariaSitewasrecorded in 1973 (Miller
1973) on the southern end of Pine Island. This freshwater shell
midden covered 1/2 to 3/4 of an acre with two house moundsvisible
in the northwestern portion of thesite. The sitewasjudged to bein
an excellent state of preservation. Artifactswere collected fromtree
falls and from the excavation of a 1-x-1-m test unit. Shell in the
midden was primarily freshwater gastropods (Paludina and Pomacea
calignosa) and occasional river mussel. Animal boneincluded mam-
mal (raccoon), bird, turtle, and fish. St. Johns Plain pottery and a
Savannah River projectile point were also collected. It was recom-
mended that this site be avoided during construction of apower plant.
If avoidance was not possible, partial excavation of the site was rec-
ommended.
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Site 8V0451. TheDean Sligh Sitewasrecorded by Marilyn
Stewart of Rollins College based on information from Dean Sligh.
The site is located along the 1-4 causeway near its landfall on the
north shore of Lake Monroe. Paleoindian artifacts, Early Archaic
artifacts, and St. Johns Plain pottery have been collected from Site
8V0451. Thereis dso a lithic scatter. A portion of the site has
been used for historic refuse disposal. No NRHP evaluation of this
site has been made.

Site 8V01970 (originally 8V0188). The general vicinity
of the Fanny Dugan Shipwreck iswest of 1-4 and south of DeBary
Bayou, athough the date and kind of shipwreck at this location is
not recorded on the Florida site form. No NRHP evaluation of this
site has been made.

Site 8V04376. The South Flake Site wasrecorded during a
survey of Gemini Springs (Estabrook 1993). A single chert flake
was found at thislocation. Site 8V 04376 isconsidered to beineli-
gible for the NRHP.

Site 8V04377. The Middle Flake Site was recorded during
asurvey of Gemini Springs (Estabrook 1993). A single chert flake
was found at thislocation. Site 8V 04377 isconsidered to beineli-
gible for the NRHP.

Site 8V04378. The Gemini Springs Midden Site was re-
corded during a survey of Gemini Springs (Estabrook 1993). This
multicomponent midden datesto the Mount Taylor, Orange, and St.
Johns periods. Artifacts collected during shovel testing include
Newnan hafted bifaces, fiber-tempered pottery, St. Johns pottery,
sand-tempered plain pottery, bone pin fragments, and a Busycon
hammer. The Gemini Springs Midden site was recommended as
potentially eligiblefor the NRHP becauseitislikely toyield impor-
tant information about inland freshwater resource procurement strat-
egies during the terminal Archaic and St. Johns| and |1 periods.

Site 8v04379. The Spring Sherd Site was recorded during
asurvey of Gemini Springs (Estabrook 1993). A single St. Johns
Plain sherd was found at thislocation. Site 8V 04379 isconsidered
to beineligible for the NRHP.

Site 8V04380. The Spring Flakes Site was recorded during
asurvey of Gemini Springs (Estabrook 1993). One chert flake and
onesilicified coral flake werefound at thislocation. Site 8V 04380
is considered to be ineligible for the NRHP.
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Site 8V04381. The North Flake Site was recorded during a
survey of Gemini Springs (Estabrook 1993). A singlesilicified cora
flake was found at thislocation. Site 8V 04381 is considered to be
ineligible for the NRHP.

Site 8V04382. The Pond Scatter Site was recorded during
a survey of Gemini Springs (Estabrook 1993). Eight chert flakes
were recovered from the Pond Scatter Site. Site 8V 04382 is con-
sidered to be ineligible for the NRHP.

Site 8V04383. Two flakes were recovered from the Twin
Flake Site, recorded during a survey of Gemini Springs (Estabrook
1993). Site 8V 04383 is considered to beineligible for the NRHP.

Site 8V04585. The Powerplant Site was recorded during a
survey of the planned 10-in. O.D. Sanford Florida Power and Light
Loop and Meter Station (Athens and Donald 1992). Glass shards
and an earthenware sherd consistent with an early-twentieth-cen-
tury occupation were collected near three standing residential struc-
tures dating to 1920-1940. A powerplant constructed in 1920 also
is nearby. Site 8V 04585 has been determined to be ineligible for
the NRHP.

Site 8V04715. The Debary-Winter Springs#1 Sitewasre-
corded during a cultural resource assessment of the Florida Power
Corporation’s DeBary Winter Springs 230kV transmission lineright-
of-way (Bellomo 1994). Thesiteis east of the CSX railroad tracks
that run east of Konomac L ake, and an unnamed wetland lies 500 m
to the north. The only artifact collected from Site 804715 was a
lithic waste flake. Site 8V 04715 is considered to be ineligible for
the NRHP.

Site 8V04717. The Debary-Winter Springs #3 Site was re-
corded during a survey of the Florida Power Corporation DeBary-
Winter Springs 230 kV transmission line (Bellomo 1994). This
small campsite dates to the St. Johns period. Site 8V 04717 has
been determined to be ineligible for the NRHP.

With the assistance of DeBary Historian Jesse Beall, PCI
staff conducted a non-intrusive reconnaissance survey of selected
sites within the DeBary city limits. Priority was given to locating
new sites in the large high probability zone along the river and to
revisiting sitesfor which the descriptionsin the Florida Master Site
Files were vague. Owners were interviewed about the history of
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their properties and permission was obtained for the team to walkover
sitesonthelr properties.

Between August 12 and September 13, 1999, four new sites
were recorded and four sites revisited. Sites were photographed,
mapped, and recorded with the Garmin GPS 12 utilizing software
4.53 providing a position accuracy of less than 15 meters subject to
accuracy degradation to 100 meters under the US DOD-imposed
Selective Availability Program. The Florida Master site file forms
are included in Appendix A, and survey findings and preliminary
evaluations are summarized below.

Site 8V0O7176. The Barwick Shell Midden (GPS: N28°
52.843 W81° 20.172") islocated on Barwick Road in Township 19
South, Range 30 East, Section 8 (U.S.G.S. Sanford Quadrangle) in
DeBary, Florida. It is situated just north of the St. Johns River and
lies beneath two structures built by James Barwick and family. The
mound was truncated on its western perimeter by shell-mining ac-
tivities, but remainsrelatively undisturbed beneath the buildings and
gradual slopesto the southeast.

The mound may be associated with the St. Johns period camp-
site (8V04717) recorded nearby, although no testing of the associa-
tion was performed during the survey. Artifacts collected from the
area by James Barwick (see Figure 6) include a smoothed brown
rectangular stone perforated for suspension on both ends, a sharp-
ened bone, and several Archaic points. The shellslying on the sur-
face of the mound include Viviparus georgianus, afreshwater snail
commonly found in aboriginal mounds along the St. Johns River.

While an NRHP evaluation can not be made based on are-
connaissance level survey, further testing of the site should be con-
ducted to determine the period(s) of occupation and to assess the
significance of the site.

Site 8V0O7177. The Elijah Watson House (GPS: N28°
52.230° W81° 16.675") was located in the vicinity of the intersec-
tion of Maple Avenue and M agnoliaPlace, Township 19 South, Range
30 Eadt, Section 1 (U.S.GS. Sanford Quadrangle) in DeBary, Florida.
It was the residence of thefirst sheriff of Volusia County and is des-
ignated on the 1882 map of DeBary Hall Property. Anorangegrove
surrounding the “Watson Place” isalso marked on the 1882 map just
west of atrail leading to Watson’s Landing on DeBary Creek.

PRreviousLy
UNRECORDED
SITES
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No remainsof the structure or grove were observed during the
survey, and amodern house hasbeen built initsprobablelocation onthe
northwest corner of theintersection north of DeBary Creek. Because of
thedemolition of the structure and the disturbance of theareaduring the
landscaping and construction of the current residence, Site8VO7177is
consderedindligiblefor listing ontheNationa Register of Historic Places.

Site 8V07178. TheFrederick DeBary Packing House (GPS:
N28° 52.230' W81° 16.675") waslocated in thevicinity of theinter-
section of Maple Avenue and Magnolia Place, Township 19 South,
Range 30 East, Section 1 (U.S.G.S. Sanford Quadrangle) in DeBary,
Florida. It isdesignated on the 1882 map of DeBary Hall Property
just east of atrail to Watson’s Landing on DeBary Creek. DeBary
packed the citrus from his lakeside plantation at this location ap-
proximately 100 meters north of Watson’'s Landing and used steam-
boats to transport his fruit along the St. Johns River to market.

No remains of the structure were observed at its probable
location just west of adrainage ditch running parallel to Maple Av-
enue and emptying into DeBary Creek. No evaluation of NRHP €li-
gibility for Site 8V 07178 can be made until the site has been tested
for evidence of the packing house.

Site 8V07179. The DeBary Creek Sugar Mill (GPS: N28°
52.071' W81° 7.707"), the ruins of which were noted on an 1871
map of Lake Monroe and on an 1882 map of DeBary Hall Property,
was|ocated inthe general vicinity of River Oaks Estates south of the
cul-de-sac on River Village Drive, Township 19 South, Range 30
East, Section 2 (U.S.GS. Sanford Quadrangle) in DeBary, Florida.
During the Civil War, Union Forces may have been responsible for
the mill’s destruction (Francke 1991).

No evidence of the structure in the general vicinity was ob-
served, but weathered brick fragments were scattered on the surface
along the shore of DeBary Creek. No evaluation of NRHP dligibility
for Site 8V 07179 can be made until the site has been tested for evi-
dence of the sugar mill.

Site 8V049. The Fort Florida Mound (GPS: N28° 52.116’
W81° 21.484’) is a burial mound located in a hammock 300 yards
northwest of the eastern bank of the St. Johns River about one mile
south of the mouth of the Wekiva River (Moore 1894), Township 19
South, Range 30 East, Section 37 (U.S.G.S. Sanford Quadrangle) in
DeBary, Florida. C. B. Moore excavated atrench through this 6.5-ft.
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tall moundin 1894 and found it to bedtratified. Thetrenchis4till visble
in the northwestern portion of the mound. Moore recorded check-
stamped and plain sherdsand portions of ahuman skeleton disturbed by
apreviousexcavator inthe center of themound.

According to recent informant sources, skeletal fragments
have been found in the depression in the center of the mound since
Moore's excavation. The remainder of the sand mound appears to
berelatively intact with a sparse scatter of freshwater snail shellson
the surface. Based on information in the Florida Master Site Files,
Site 8V 049 is considered potentially eligible for listing on the Na-
tional Register of Historic Places.

Site 8V0O50. Thissiterepresentsthe Mound Near Fort Florida
(GPS: N28° 51.855' W81° 21.542"). The eroding remnants of ashell
mound were located on private properties at the south end of
Riverfront Drive, Township 19 South, Range 30 East, Section 37
(U.S.GS. Sanford Quadrangle) in DeBary, Florida. The mound is
situated on the bank of the St. Johns River. The wooden mooring
postsfrom the pier at the Fort Florida steamboat landing and freight
dock (Francke et a. 1986) were photographed still standing in the
river near the mound.

Moore (1894a:83) described the Mound Near Fort Floridaas
being stratified with sand and shell. A recent trench cut through the
mound provided a fresh stratigraphic profile, which revealed a top
layer of freshwater snailsand bivalves mixed in abrown matrix over-
lying alayer of brown silt and abottom buff-colored layer with lime-
stone inclusions. The depth of the shell layer variesfrom 1 1/2to 4
1/2 feet. These may be the remnants of the stratified mound exca-
vated by Wyman (1875).

Ownersof propertiesat 621 and 639 Fort Florida Point Road
have collected materialsfrom the eroding surface of the mound. Bud
and Alice McMillan have a collection which includes abone punch,
worked shell tools and celts, and Archaic points. Tom and Barrie
Freeman have collected check-stamped potsherds and bone artifacts
from theroots of the oaks and palms growing on thetop of the mound.

While an NRHP evaluation cannot be made based on a re-
connaissancelevel survey, further testing of the siteisrecommended
to determine the period(s) of occupation and to assess the signifi-
cance of the site. It is also recommended that the mound be stabi-
lized, since large portions have collapsed into the river along with
trees from the top of the mound.
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Site 8V0O54. TheDuBarry Creek Midden (GPS: N28° 52.102'

W81° 17.705") waslocated in River Oaks Estates south of the cul-de-
saconRiver Village Drive, Township 19 South, Range 30 East, Section
2(U.S.GS. Sanford Quadrangle) in DeBary, Florida. Thethin deposit
of shells, described by Wyman (1875) and recorded by Goggininthe
1950s, hasbeen disturbed by residentia development and shell-mining
operationsalong the shore of DeBary Creek. Midden materialsinclud-
ing freshwater shellfish (Miviparusgeorgianus) and aSt. Johnsplain
rimsherd were scattered on the surface.

Because of the substantial disturbance, Site 8V 054 is con-
sidered ineligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places.

Site 8V01970 (oricINALLY 8V0188). TheFanny[sic] Dugan
Shipwreck (GPS: N28° 52.102' W81° 17.276") is located in the
DeBary Creek south of the cul-de-sac on Hickory Street, Township
19 South, Range 30 East, Section 2 (U.S.G.S. Sanford Quadrangle)
in DeBary, Florida. The 165-foot wooden steamboat was abandoned
on the north bank of DeBary Creek in 1885 and salvaged for parts
in 1886. The crankshaft currently displayed at Blue Spring State
Park remained with the wreck until it was removed in the 1960s
(Francke 1987:20-29). Wood and ferrous fragments of the Fannie
Dugan steamship are distributed al ong the shoreline, embedded and
protruding from the soft sandy banks. PCI staff estimated the loca-
tion of the wreck based on the actual dimensions of the vessel and
the distribution of these materials.

While an NRHP evaluation cannot be made based on are-
connaissance level survey, further testing of Site 8V01970 is rec-
ommended to |ocate any structural remainsin DeBary Creek and to
assess the regional significance of the wreck.

PCl staff generated a table of the Archaeological Sites in
DeBary (Table 2 below) based on the information available in the
Florida Master Site Files and the information gathered in the field
during the reconnaissance survey. Thechart liststhe 29 siteswithin
the city limits of DeBary by official number, name, location, site
type, period, NRHP status, and referencesin the archaeological lit-
erature.

SUMMARY
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Table 2. Archaeological Sites in the City of DeBary, Florida.
Site No. Site Name TIRIS Quad. Name Site Type Period NRHP
8V045 Barker’s Landing Midden 18S/30E/30 Orange City midden/mound unk. insuf.
8V046 — midden/mound unk. insuf.
8v047 — midden/mound unk. insuf.
8vV048 Fort Florida Midden 18S/29E/31 Orange City midden/mound Archaic/St. Johns Il PE
8V049 Fort Florida Mound 19S/30E/6 Sanford burial mound unk. insuf.
8V050 Mound near Fort Florida 19S/30E/37 Sanford mound unk. insuf.
8VO51 Thrasher’s Shell Pit 19S/30E/7 Sanford shell mound unk. insuf.
8V052 — 19S/30E/16 Sanford sand mound unk. insuf.
8V054 DuBarry Creek Midden 19S/30E/2 Sanford shell midden unk. insuf.
8vV0144 Goodacres Midden 19S/30E/7 Sanford shell midden unk. insuf.
8vV0191 Apple Snail 18S/30E/20 Orange City shell midden St. Johns PE
8vV0192 Vittaria 18S/30E/20 Orange City shell midden/mound St. Johns PE
8V0451 Dean Sligh 19S/30E/1 Sanford midden/lithic scatter Paleo/E Archaic/St. Johns| insuf.
8V01970 Fanny Dugan Shipwreck 19S/30E/2 Sanford shipwreck historic insuf;
804376 South Flake 19S/30E/3 Sanford flake prehistoric IE
8v04377 Middle Flake 19S/30E/3 Sanford flake prehistoric IE
804378 Gemini Springs Midden 19S/30E/3 Sanford midden Archaic/St. Johns 1&lI PE
8V04379 Spring Sherd 19S/30E/3 Sanford sherd St. Johns IE
8V04380 Spring Flakes 19S/30E/3 Sanford lithic scatter prehistoric IE
804381 North Flake 19S/30E/3 Sanford flake prehistoric IE
8vV04382 Pond Scatter 19S/30E/3 Sanford lithic scatter prehistoric IE
8V04383 Twin Flake 19S/30E/3 Sanford lithic scatter prehistoric IE
8V04585 Powerplant 19S/R30E/16 Sanford scatter early 20th C. IE
8V04715 Debary-Winter Springs #1 18S/30E/32 Orange City flake prehistoric IE
8vV04717 Debary-Winter Springs #3 19S/30E/8 Sanford campsite St. Johns IE
8V07176 Barwick Shell Midden 19S/30E/8 Sanford shell midden/mound unk. insuf
8VO7177 Elijah Watson House 19S/30E/1 Sanford house site historic insuf
8V07178 F. DeBary Packing House 19S/30E/1 Sanford packing house historic insuf
8V07179 DeBary Creek Sugar Mill 19S/30E/2 Sanford sugar mill historic insuf.

T/R/S-Township/Range/Section

PE- Potentially Eligible IE- Ineligible

NRHP- National Register of Historic Places

insuf- Insufficient Information
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Chapter 7. Archaeological Site Predictive Model

Previoussystemati ¢ subsurfacetesting during surveysof DeBary
have demongtrated that many archaeol ogica sitesmay till be undiscov-
eredwithinthecity limitsof DeBary. However, acitywidearchaeologi-
cal survey totest for subsurface siteswould be time consuming and ex-
pensive. Anadternative approachisthe development of asitelocation
model, which can be used to predict the possiblel ocations of prehistoric
and early historic archaeologica sites. TheCity of DeBary could utilize
thismodd asatool in planning for futureland useand to decide whether
torequirearchaeol ogica surveysprior toland devel opment.

As part of the reconnaissance-level archaeologica survey
for the City of DeBary, PCI staff developed a site location predic-
tive model based on areview of:

e previousarchaeologicad studiesand settlement mod-
ds

e prehigtoricand historic archaeologica and scholarly
literature;

e previous surveys conducted in Florida, Volusia
County, and DeBary;

e anarchaeological study and predictive model for
Volusia County;
previoudly recorded sitesin DeBary;
soil survey mapsand aeria photographsof Volusa
County;

e U.S.G.S. Orange City and Sanford Quadrangle
maps;

e GISmapsof DeBary including contours, vegetation,
soils, and 100 year flood plain;
early survey, postal, and war maps,
photographicarchivesof the Sateof Florida, Volusa
County, and DeBary.

Using thismodel, PCI staff produced an archaeol ogical sen-
gtivity map of the City of DeBary, which, after further testing and refine-
ment, could be used to predict the possiblelocation of prehistoric and
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early historic archaeological sites. Preliminary high, medium, and low
probability zoneswere designated according to thefollowing factors(in
order of importance):

proximity to known site(s);
proximity to potable freshwater
relative elevation and slope;
soil drainage.

Human settlement patterns often depend on the relationship
between site location and the natural environment. Environmental
factorsdeterminewhat resources are availablefor use. Both prehis-
toric and historic subsistence was based on the idea that it is desir-
able to maximize returns and minimize cost and risk. A changein
settlement pattern often reflects a change in subsistence strategy,
which is often the result of an environmental change.

By examining the results of previous studies, archaeol ogists
can determine what environmental settings prehistoric and historic
populations preferred. Site predictive modeling is not ssmply iden-
tifying asingle variable. Often, the interaction of several variables
must be considered.

Paleoindian and Early Archaic settlement patterns were de-
termined by proximity to water sources and the presence of high-
quality lithic material. Sitesdating to these periodsare usually found
near karst sinkholes or springs. During the Middle Archaic, more
water became available and the use of thermal alteration allowed
the use of lower-quality lithic materials. People living in the St.
JohnsRiver basin traveled up and down theriver seasonally collect-
ingterrestria plantsand animalsand aquatic species. Different types
of sitesarefound in upland and lowland settings. During the Wood-
land period, settlement may have been coastal year-round with oc-
casional foraysinland for specialized resources. However, Wood-
land settlement patterns are the topic of much discussion and this
model may reflect the relatively greater amount of archaeological
research conducted in coastal settings as opposed to inland areas.
There aso is evidence of permanent interior settlement during the
Woodland period.

Sites may also be found in areas that appear unsuitable but
are adjacent to high probability areas. These may represent microen-
vironments that had some highly desirable resources not available
elsewhere. Sites(such asArchaicwetland burials) arealsofoundin
wetland environments adjacent to large upland sites.

THEORETICAL
RATIONALE
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Thegoad of thesite predictive model isto identify the areas of
high, moderate, and low probability for locating prehistoric and historic
archaeological sitesor structureswithinthecity limitsof DeBary. A re-
view of theexisting prehistoric and historic archaeol ogical literatureand
the maps and manuscripts of northeast Florida, VolusiaCounty, and the
City of DeBary were used to determinethe cultura resourcesof DeBary.
A search of theForidaMaster SteFileat the FloridaDivision of Histori-
cal Resourcesin Talahassee was made, and archaeol ogical surveyscon-
ducted withinthecity limitsof DeBary were consulted and reviewed to
identify the previously recorded cultural resources. Interviewsand ac-
countsfrom peoplewith knowledge of the history and archaeol ogy of the
areg, including Jesse Bedll, Historian for the City of DeBary, were used
to collect information on unrecorded sites. Geographic locations of the
25 previoudly recorded siteswereincorporated with environmental data
to prepareasite predictive model for thesurvey area.

The following environmental factors are most commonly
assumed to be important for predicting site locations:

e nil drainage
e distanceto potablefresh water
e resourceavallability

Typicaly, predictivemodelsclaim that well-drained soilshave
ahigh site probability, moderately well or somewhat poorly drained
soils have a medium site probability, and poorly drained soils have
low site probability. However, our review of previous surveys con-
ducted in Florida revealed that the majority of sites are located on
moderately well-drained, somewhat poorly drained, or poorly drained
soils. Excessively drained soilsmay actually below probability rather
than high. For example, Neilhurst sand, 1 to 5 percent slopes, is an
excessively drained soil that was formed in homogeneous sandy
material from phosphate and silicamining. Sites would not be ex-
pected on this soil type. It appearsthat soil drainage is not the most
important factor in determining site location; rather, it is the avail-
ability of fresh water. Areas of higher relative elevation, especially
where soils are not well drained, are also more likely to contain ar-
chaeological sites. Therefore, when determining probability zones
for the City of DeBary, the following factors were considered (in
order of importance):

1. proximity to known site(s);
2. proximity to potablefreshwater, particularly 1akes,
ponds, springs, rivers, streams, sloughs, and hard-

SiTE
LocATION

ENVIRONMENTAL
VARIABLES
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wood swamps;

3. mgor rivers, streams, and slough systems for
transportation and aquatic resources;

4. relative elevation and slope;

5. soil drainage.

ProximiTy To WaATER. Fresh water was part of the group of
primary resources for the prehistoric inhabitants of Florida, as the
need for water is universal. The numerous water table lakes of
DeBary have water of high quality as do other lakes in the karst
topography of the Del.and Ridge in Volusia County (Baldwin et al.
1980). Based on site distribution data from other parts of the state
with similar environments, thereisastrong potential for siteson the
Del and Ridge (Layman 1990).

Areasof DeBary in closest proximity (within 300 meters) to
water are given ahigher level of probability of prehistoric use pro-
vided there is a reasonable elevation differential in relation to this
resource. Thisresourcewould have been of greater relative impor-
tance during the Archaic and Paleoindian periods when sea levels
were lowered and accessto fresh water was morerestricted. During
these periods sinkholesand aquifer-fed riverswere critical resources.
Archaic peoples in the DeBary area collected freshwater mollusks
and discarded the shellsin the large heaps and middens along the St.
Johns River and in swampy areas of the river meanders and flood-
plain. Infact, 11 of the 25 recorded archaeol ogical siteswithin the
city limits of DeBary arein these areas.

A study of 284 archaeological sites recorded in Volusia
County (Layman 1990) revealed that the highest concentration of
archaeological sitesis along the Atlantic coast and St. Johns River.
The density of known sites along the St. Johns was second only to
the coastal zone of the county. Layman (1990) recommended that
all surveys conducted within 400 metersof permanent water sources
such as Lake Monroe and the St. Johns River should be surveyed to
determine if significant archaeological sites are present.

ReLaTive ELevaTion. Archaeological sites are often found on
the highest elevation relative to a water source, such as a pond or
stream. While the drainage of soil has been shown to be a useful
indicator of site preference (Almy 1976, 1978; Grange et al. 1979),
the preference for relative elevation near a water source, even on
more poorly drained soils, is abetter indicator of possible site pres-
ence.
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Sois. Whilesoil typeisnot themost important factor in deter-
mining sitelocation probability zones, it does nonethelessplay avita
role. Thexeric upland soilsof the Del_and Ridge are characterized by
the soilsof the Paola-Orsino association. Theseexcessively and moder-
ately drained soilsareinterspersed with sinks, lakes and wet depres-
sions. Archaic andlater period sites predictably would belocated near
potablewater in association with these soils. However, Paleoindian and
Early Archaic sitesalso have beenlocated in submerged areasor where
themodern environment isswampy and the soilspoorly drained (Doren
and Dickel 1988; Jahn and Bullen 1978; Purdy 1986, 1994; Russo et al.
1992).

Ingeneral, all other factorsbeing equal, poorly drained soils
provide aless desirable site location than well-drained soils. Some
soil types also may be more likely to contain certain types of sites.
For exampl e, soilswell suited for agricultural purposes may be more
likely to have been chosen by prehistoric horticulturalists. Other
soil types may be less likely to contain sites. For example, soil
types created by mining or other earth moving activities can be as-
sumed to contain few if any sites.

The following soil types are found within the DeBary city
limits (Baldwin et al. 1980). The numbers to the left of the soil
types are the codes use on the maps produced by the Soil Conser-
vation Service.

Excessively drained

4— Astatulafine sand, O to 8 percent slopes. Nearly level to slop-
ing soil on sandhills.

42—Paolafine sand, 0 to 8 percent slopes. Nearly level to sloping
sandy soil on high, broad sand hills.

43—Paola fine sand, 8 to 17 percent slopes. Strongly sloping or
moderately steep sandy soil in small areas of the side slopes of
sand ridges, around sinks, and along streams with high banks.

Well drained

1— Apopkafinesand, 0to 5 percent slopes. Nearly level to gently
sloping soil on intermediate to high sand hills.

2— Apopka fine sand, 5 to 12 percent slopes. Sloping to moder-
ately steep soil around sinks and depressions and on narrow
side slopes of gently undulating sandhills.

Moderately well drained
17—Daytona sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes. Nearly level to gently
sloping soil on gently undulating sandhills or slightly elevated




DeBary Archaeological Survey |

69

placesin flatwoods.

37—O0rsino fine sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes. Nearly level to gently
sloping sandy soils on low flat ridges and low side slopes of
higher sand hills.

54—CQuartzipsamments, gently sloping. Gently sloping sandy soils
that have been reworked and shaped by earthmoving equip-
ment.

63— Tavaresfine sand, 0to 5 percent slopes. Nearly level to gently
sloping soil on higher positions on the low sand ridges and in-
termediate positions on higher ones.

Somewhat poorly drained

13—Cassiafine sand. Nearly level to gently sloping sandy soil in
dlightly elevated positions in the flatwoods or lower positions
in the sand hills.

22—Electra fine sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes. Nearly level soil in
dlightly elevated placesin flatwoods.

Poorly drained

8— Basinger fine sand, depressional. Nearly level sandy soil mainly
in depressions and afew poorly defined drainageways.

20—EauGallie fine sand. Nearly level soil with a sandy surface
layer over aloamy subsoil. Itisin broad flatwoods.

21—FauGallie fine sand, depressional. Nearly level soil found
mainly in depressions and, in some places, in broad, poorly
defined drainageways.

23—Farmton fine sand. Nearly level soil in broad areas within the
flatwoods.

24—Fluvaguents. These are nearly level and frequently flooded
soils on flood plains of rivers, creeks, and lakes.

29—Immokalee sand. Nearly level sandy soil that generally occurs
in broad areasin theflatwoods, in low areas between sand ridges,
or in slightly elevated areas between ponds and sloughs.

30—Immokalee sand, depressional. Nearly level sandy soil in shal-
low intermittent ponds and sloughs in the flatwoods.

31—Malabar fine sand. Nearly level soil in broad low flats.

32—Myakkafine sand. Nearly level soil in the flatwoods.

33—Myakka fine sand depressional. Nearly level, poorly drained
soil in depressions in the flatwoods.

45—Pinedafine sand. Nearly level soil in the flatwoods on broad
low flats in poorly defined drainageways and at the edges of
sand ponds and swamps.

49—Pomonafine sand. Nearly level soil inlow broad areaswithin
the flatwoods.

50—Pomona fine sand, depressional. Nearly level soil in depres-
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sionsandin poorly defined doughs.

55—Rivierafine sand. Nearly level soil in broad low flats.

61—St. Johns fine sand. Nearly level sandy soil in low placesin
flatwoods, generally adjacent to swamps.

62—St. Luciefine sand, O to 8 percent slopes. Nearly level to mod-
erately sloping soils on dunelike ridges and isolated knolls.

73—Wabasso fine sand. Nearly level soil in broad areas of the
flatwoods and depressions.

77—Winder fine sand. Nearly level soil in broad, low flats.

Very poorly drained

10—Bluff sandy clay loam. Nearly level, frequently flooded soil on
low terraces bordering the St. Johns River.

14—Chobee fine sandy loam. Nearly level soil on low placesin
coastal hammaocks, in drainageways, and on flood plains.

25—Gator muck. Nearly level, well decomposed organic soil in
freshwater swamps and marshes and on theflood plains of |akes.

27—Hontoon mucky peat. Nearly level organic soil in freshwater
swamps and marshes within the flatwoods.

48—Placid fine sand, depressional. Nearly level soil inwet depres-
sions. The acreageis small in extent.

56—Samsulamuck. Nearly level organic soil in broad, low flats, in
small depressions, freshwater marshes, and swamps.

60—Smyrnafinesand. Nearly level soil in broad areasin flatwoods,
low-lying areas adjacent to depressions, and low areas within
sandhills.

65—Terra Ceilamuck. Soil formed in organic material in swamps,
freshwater marshes and small depressions with concave or
smooth slopes. Gradient less than 1 percent.

66— Tomokamuck. Soil formed in moderately thick beds of hydro-
phytic plant remains in swamps and marshes.

Other

47—Pits. Excavationsfrom which soil and geologic materials have
been removed for use in construction.

71—Urban land. 85 percent or more covered with streets/parking
lots/buildings.

Archaeological sites within the municipal boundaries of
DeBary have been recorded asaresult of systematic surveysor when
fortuitousfindswere made. Most DeBary sites have been recorded
along the St. Johns River basin and along the shores of DeBary Creek
and Lake Monroe. No sites have been recorded around the approxi-
mately 43 small water tablelakes surrounded by the devel oped tracts

PRreviousLy
RECORDED
ARCHAEOLOGICAL
SiTEs IN DEBARY
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of land, constituting theresidential sectionsof modern DeBary. Thelack
of recorded sitesdoes not indicate alow probability of archaeol ogical
stesintheresdentia lakeareas, but rather, thelack of systematic surveys
intheseareasof thecity. Modern economic and recreational interestsin
theresourcesof thelarger bodiesof water of DeBary hasdrawn attention
away fromthesmall lakesdistrict where archaeol ogical sitesmay il be

present.

A search of the Master Site Filefound 22 recorded siteswithin
thelimits of DeBary, which can be categorized according to soil drain-

age and soil type.

Table 3. DeBary Archaeological Sites by Drainage and Soil Types.

Soil Drainage Soil Type Site Number
Excessively drained 42—Paola fine sand 8VvV04715
Well drained 1— Apopka fine sand 8Vv04376
8v04377
8v04378
8v04379
8v04380
8v04382
8v04383
Moderately well drained 17—Daytona sand 8Vv045
Somewhat poorly drained NONE NONE
Poorly drained 20—EauGallie fine sand 8v04381
23—Farmton fine sand 8v048
8v049
8v0144
29—Immokalee sand 8v04585
8v0191
8v0192
Very poorly drained 10—BIuff sandy clay loam 8vO051
8vV054
8v04717
25—Gator muck 8V0451
Underwater Shipwreck in river 8v01970
Urbanized 71—Urban land 8V052

Table E shows the proportional distribution of DeBary sites

by soil drainage. Approximately 36 percent of the sites are located
in excessively to moderately well-drained soils, and 48 percent of
the sites are deposited in poorly drained to wet soils. The remainder
(16 percent) falsinto the categories of urbanized sites or sites with
incomplete site file information.
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Table 4. Distribution of DeBary Archaeological Sites by Soil Drainage

Soil Drainage Number of Sites % of Sites
Excessively drained 1 4
Well drained 7 28
Moderately well drained 1 4
Somewhat poorly drained 0 0
Poorly drained 7 28
\Very poorly drained 4 16
Underwater/Wet 1 4
Urbanized 1 4
ncomplete site file information 3 12
Totals 25 100

The covariation of soil drainage with the distribution of sites
on the landscape of DeBary as recorded in 1999 is useful in the for-
mulation of the site predictive model, particularly in the residential
areas containing small lakes. A ratio of 0.45 represents the number
of sites (n=9) recorded in excessively, well, and moderately well-
drained soils to the number of well-defined sites distributed on land
within the boundaries of DeBary (n=20). Theratio of the number of
sites (n=11) recorded in poorly drained and very poorly drained sites
to the total land sitesin DeBary is0.55. Thiswould indicate that all
soilsin DeBary have ahigh potential for archaeological sites, but the
sample admittedly is small and is not necessarily representative of
the possible number of archaeological sites in DeBary. A greater
sample size from Volusia County can be used to refine the site pre-
dictive model for DeBary.

SylviaLayman'’s recent study of 284 archaeological sitesin
Volusia County included a proportional distribution of county sites
by soil drainage. Table F is adapted from Table 7 of the study (Lay-
man 1990:56). Approximately 14.4 percent of the Volusia County
sites are located in excessively to moderately drained soilsand 34.5
percent of the sites are located in poorly drained to wet soils. Tidal
sites in the coastal zone comprised 9.1 percent, and 39.5 percent of
the sites were urbanized sites or sites with incomplete information.

The countywide data considered here provides greater sample
size compared to the distribution of previously recorded sites in
DeBary, and clearly indicates even more site potential in areas asso-
ciated with water resources. No sitesin DeBary or inVolusiaCounty
were recorded in the category of somewhat poorly drained soils.
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Table 5. Distribution of Volusia County Archaeological Sites
by Soil Drainage (from Layman 1990).

Soil Drainage Number of Sites % of Sites
Fxcessively drained 20 7.0
Well drained 6 2.1
Moderately well drained 15 5.3
Somewhat poorly drained 0 0.0
Poorly drained 63 22.2
\Very poorly drained 35 12.3
lUnderwater/Wet 7 2.5
Tidal 26 9.1
Urbanized 1 0.4
ncomplete site file information 111 39.1
Totals 284 100.0

Theratios of soil drainagetypesto thetotal 139 well-defined
land sites identified in 1990 can be used to further differentiate be-
tween high and medium probability areas for the DeBary predictive
sitemodel. An approximate ratio of 0.295 represents the number of
sitesrecorded in excessively, well, and moderately well-drained soils
to thewell-defined sites distributed on the landscape of Volusia County
(n=139). Theratio of poorly drained and very poorly drained sitesto
the total land sitesin Volusia County is approximately 0.705. High
probability areas remain where poorly drained soils are associated
with bodies of water, while better-drained soils associated with bod-
ies of water have amedium probability. Thisis consistent with PCI
reviews of previous surveys conducted in Florida and supports the
designation of high probability zones in areas of higher relative el-
evation, especialy where soils are not well drained and near awater
source.

Using this site predictive model, PCI staff produced an ar-
chaeological sensitivity map of the City of DeBary (Appendix D).
Archaeologically sensitive areaswereidentified first by proximity to
known sites. High, medium and low probability zonesthen were dif-
ferentiated based on cogent environmental factors. A high probabil-
ity areawasidentified along the riverbanks and shores of Lake Mon-
roe and in the low-lying swampy areas of the meanders and flood-
plain of the St. Johns River. This area was bounded by the 50-foot
contour and adjusted to include known sites. A medium probability

ARCHAEOLOGICAL
SENSITIVITY MaP
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zone extending 400 metersfrom theriver flood plain wasidentified using
the predictive modd devel oped for VolusiaCounty. Two bodiesof water
that had been extensively dredged were designated aslow probability
zoneswithintheboundariesof thishigh probability area.

Little previous archaeol ogical testing has been conducted in
the residential section of northeast DeBary. Residential develop-
ment hasencircled most of thewater tablelakesin thissection. There-
fore, high probability zones were designated extending 400 meters
fromthelakeswith ahigher relative elevation, especially where soils
are not well drained. Medium probability zones were designated in
areas extending 400 meters where the soils are better drained. Six
low probability zoneslie aong the perimeter of the high and medium
areas surrounding the water table lakes.

A large low probability zone lies between the medium prob-
ability zone aong the river flood plain and the medium probability
areas of the water table lake district. This may be a medium prob-
ability zone as well, but is not within 400 meters of a water source.
Designating thisareaas|ow probability isconsistent with the Volusia
County site predictive model, but if field-tested, the area may devi-
atefrom the county pattern dueto localized environmental processes.

The site sensitivity map contains nine high probability zones,
six medium probability zones and eight low probability zoneswithin
the municipal boundaries of DeBary. The high and medium prob-
ability zones are predicted to have higher concentrations of sites.
Withinthelarge high probability zone along the St. Johns River flood-
plain, one steamboat wreck and ten prehistoric mounds and middens
had been previoudly recorded. A possible Paleoindian site (8V0451)
has also been recorded in this high probability zone as well. Undis-
covered sites may aso lie adjacent to high and medium probability
areas in what appear to be unsuitable environments, but which may
have contained some resources that were highly desirable to prehis-
toric peoples. Zones designated low probability may still contain
sites, but are predicted to have alesser concentration.

Small, sparselithic scatters are the most common type of pre-
historic site and are easily missed by large interval shovel tests or
over-reliance on ground surface inspection. Ten sites of this type
were |located and recorded during the 1993 survey of Gemini Springs
(No. 3585) and during a1994 survey for the Florida Power Corpora-
tion (No. 3940) within thelarge high probability zonein the St. Johns
River floodplain. While high probability zones may contain many of
these isolated artifacts, few may actually be considered significant
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sites. Ontheother hand, low probability zonesmay contain fewer sites,
but these sitescould be significant.

Areasof prior disturbance are considered |ow probability, and
areas of complete excavation, such as phosphate mines, are consid-
ered zero probability. The most common type of prehistoric site
foundininland areasisasmall, sparselithic scatter. Thistype of site
iseasily missed by large shovel test intervals or by over-reliance on
ground surface inspection. It is also important to remember that a
low probability does not mean that there are no sites located there,
rather only that therewill not be asmany sites. Assigning aprobabil-
ity zone to a portion of a survey area aso does not imply anything
about the relative importance of an individual site. While the low
probability zones tend to contain fewer sites, these sites can still be
significant. Evenif there are moreindividual archaeological sitesin
high probability zones, it may bethat many of these areinsignificant,
isolated artifacts.

It is important to point out that these low, medium and high
probability zones have not been field-tested and that many sites in
DeBary may still be undiscovered in all three zones. Limitations of
the site predictive model have already been discussed, but should be
reviewed as part of future planning to decide whether archaeol ogical
surveys should be conducted prior to land development.

The high probability zone along theriverbanks and lake shore
contains known archaeol ogical sitesthat are significant or potentially
significant resources. Given the long period of human habitation
from Paleoindian to Archaic peoples to the historic Seminoles, irre-
placeable cultural information may yet be undisturbed in other sec-
tions of DeBary that have had no archaeological testing. If these
areas are to be disturbed, systematic site testing and data recovery
procedures should be used.
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Chapter 8. Conclusions and Recomendations

This report and recommendations are intended to provide a
framework for a consistent program for the management of cultural
resources within the City of DeBary. Panamerican Consultants, Inc.,
conducted the reconnaissance-level archaeological survey between
August 9, 1999, and September 14, 1999, to catalog previously re-
corded and known archaeol ogical sites. The archaeological resources
within the context of this project included both prehistoric and his-
toric period sites. From the information collected, an archaeol ogical
site predictive model was developed within the land and water mu-
nicipal boundaries of the city. The archaeological site sensitivity
map should be tested and refined to assist in this management pro-
cess. At present, no city legislation exists for the protection and
management of prehistoric and historic cultural resources. There
are no requirements for identifying, evaluating and protecting sig-
nificant resources on city owned property. The following recom-
mendations are designed to aid DeBary in strengthening its manage-
ment and protection of its cultural resources.

|. Before an effective development review process can be imple-
mented, legislative support for this process must be established. The
following suggestions are intended to strengthen the local review
process by inclusion in the land development code currently being
drafted for the City of DeBary.

A. Includeland useregulationsto explicitly consider
unknown archaeological resourcesin al ground
penetrating construction activities during the re-
View process.

B. Allow the City Planning Division to review all
land development and ground penetrating activi-
tiesin archaeologically sensitive areaswithin this
report that will be further defined into areas of
low, medium, and high archaeological site poten-
tial.

e Zonesof low probability aredefined asar-
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eas where no archaeol ogical materialsare
known to exist but which may contain unan-
ticipatedfinds. If culturd materidsarefound,
work should be halted until an evaluation by
aprofessiona archaeologist isconducted.
Zonesof medium probability aredefined
as areas which have a potential for ar-
chaeological sites and which arein areas
associated with water resources with a
high relative elevation. Isolated finds of-
tenfall into thiscategory. If cultural mate-
rialsare found, work should be halted un-
til an evaluation by aprofessional archae-
ologist is conducted.

Zonesof high probability aredefined asar-
eas in which archaeological materials are
known to exist or which have a potential
for archaeological sitesin close proxim-
ity towater resources. Areasof high prob-
ability should be subjected to an archaeo-
logical survey by aqualified professional
archaeologist. On completion of the ap-
propriate studies, recommendations
should be made to the Planning staff re-
garding significance and/or measures to
preserve significant resources. If preser-
vation is not feasible, then the mitigation
of any proposed impact should berequired.
If adetermination is made that no further
work is needed, devel opment of the prop-
erty may proceed. If anarchaeological site
is determined to be potentially significant
or to requirefurther work, then an archaeo-
logical survey should be required.

. Establish penalties for destroying or vandalizing
archaeological and historic sites and properties.

. Management of cultural resources on public
lands.

The processof identificationand evaluation
would be the samefor both public and pri-
vatelands. Thefinal tested sensitivity map
would be consulted to determinethe pres-
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ence of known sitesor suspected siteloca-
tions, and an assessment would berequired.
However, regulating ground disturbing activi-
ties on public lands does not have to deal
withissuesof private ownership. Thepublic
stewardship of significant cultural resources
hasalengthy and securelegal mandate at the
federd, state, andlocal levels.

A gtrict no collection policy should beinsti-
tuted for all city-owned properties. Signsin-
dicating thisshould be placed throughout the
managed |ands, and visitorsshould bemade
awareof thispolicy prior to any use of the
surrounding grounds. Collection of artifacts
should only be made by trained archaeol o-
gistsand only when artifactsarein danger of
being destroyed. Currently only sites on
state-owned property are protected under
Chapter 267 of the Florida Statutesand un-
der Public Law 96-95. However, trespass
and vandaismlaws(810.10and 806.13, FS)
can beused inthe protection of archaeol ogi-
cal sites. A strict prosecution policy should
beingtituted for anyoneviolating theno col-
lection policy. SeeAppendix E.

Management of cultural resources on private land.

Sincethemgority of archaeologica and his-
toric sites are located on private lands
throughout the sate, the strengthening of the
local Historic Preservation Ordinance, land
useregulations, and theincorporation of pro-
ceduresfor locating and protecting sites of
local sgnificanceon privatelandsintothelo-
cal devel opment permitting process, arees-
sential for the effective management of the
prehistoric and historic resourcesof DeBary.

F. Itisrecommended that:

1.

Impact anadysisfor unknown archaeological and his-
torical resourcesbeincluded inthe appropriate sec-
tionsof al existing and futureland useregulations.

Thearchaeological predictivemode betestedinar-
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easof archaeological sengitivity identified onthe pre-
[iminary map and that the tested map be used by the
City Planning staff toidentify areasof archaeological
sengtivity.

3. Impact analysis of archaeologically sensitive ar-
eas be conducted by aprofessional archaeol ogist.

4. Measures to mitigate impact to a significant cul-
tural resource be provided by the devel oper to the
City of DeBary.

5. Areas of new construction be subjected to an ar-
chaeological survey.

6. Inthe case of large-scale developments, it isrec-
ommended that funding of the necessary archaeo-
logical studies by the permit applicant be manda-
tory. Such studies should be required prior to ob-
taining permit approval. Preservation of signifi-
cant cultural resources by private developers
should also be encouraged through incentives such
as transfer of development rights, preservation
easements, and donations. The latter two can re-
sult in significant tax credits for the landowner.

It is recommended that a complete Phase | archaeological
survey should be implemented within the municipal bound-
ariesof DeBary on dll city, state, or federally owned land and
on private property where permission can be obtained. It has
been recognized by the Division of Historical Resources of
the Florida Department of State that wetsite deposits may be
the most significant and sensitive resources in DeBary, and
should be incorporated into future archaeological testing. It
is further recommended that information from this and other
archaeol ogical surveys beincorporated into DeBary’s Com-
prehensive Plan.

The following eval uations and recommendations were made
previously for these five sites recorded in the Florida Master
Site Files.

A. TheApple Snail Site (8V0191) islocated on pri-
vate property on Pine Island and was recom-
mended as potentially eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places (Miller 1973).

B. The Vittaria Site (8V0192) is |located on private
property on Pine Island and was recommended as
potentially eligible for the National Register of
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Historic Places(Miller 1973).

C. TheGemini SpringsMidden (8V04378) islocated
in county-owned property at Gemini Springs Park
and is potentially eligible for the National Regis-
ter of Historic Places. Preservation of the siteand/
or archaeological excavation to determinethesig-
nificance of the site and to identify the possible
locations of any human burialswasrecommended
(Estabrook 1993). Unmarked human burials are
protected on both public and private property un-
der Chapter 872 of the Florida Statutes.

D. The Gray Residence (8V04384), an I-type house
inthe Frame Vernacular style, islocated in county-
owned property at Gemini Springs Park and is
considered potentially eligible for the National
Register of Historic Placesfor itsarchitectural sig-
nificance and its notabl e association with DeBary
Hall (Estabrook 1993).

E. The Fort Florida Midden (8V048) is located on
Emmanuel Landing and is potentially eligiblefor
the National Register of Historic Places. Further
testing of intact features and period(s) of occupa-
tion to determine the significance of the site was
recommended (Dickinson and Wayne 1998).

IV. Thefollowing recommendations are for thefour previously unre-
corded sitesidentified during thissurvey of the City of DeBary:

A. The Barwick Shell Mound (8VO7176) is on pri-
vately owned property. Further testing is recom-
mended to determine the period(s) of occupation
and to assess the significance of the site.

B. The Elijah Watson House (8VO7177) is on pri-
vately owned property. No further testing is rec-
ommended due to the demolition of the structure
and substantial disturbance by residential devel-
opment. The siteis considered ineligible for the
National Register of Historic Places.

C. TheFrederick DeBary Packing House (8VO7178)
ison privately owned property. Further testingis
recommended to locate archaeological evidence
of the packing house and to assess the regional
significance of the site.

D. TheDeBary Creek Sugar Mill (8VO7179) isprob-
ably located in the county-owned property at
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Gemini Springs Park or inthe River Oaks devel op-
ment. Further testing isrecommended to locate evi-
dence of theruined sugar mill and to assessthere-
giona sgnificanceof thesite.

V. Thefollowing recommendationsarefor thefour sitesrevisited in
this survey of the City of DeBary:

A. TheFort FloridaMound (8V049) is on privately
owned property. The site is recorded with men-
tion of human burials and is potentially eligible
for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places. Any human intermentslocated withinthis
mound should be preserved in place. Unmarked
human burials are protected on both public and
private property under Chapter 872 of the Florida
Statutes. All individualsinvolved in any ground
penetrating activities or review of such activities
should be made aware of the appropriate legisla-
tion during permitting processes.

B. The Mound Near Fort Florida (8VO50) ison pri-
vately owned property. Further testing is recom-
mended to determine the period(s) of occupation
and to assess the significance of the site. Itisalso
recommended that steps be taken to stabilize the
mound, since large portions with trees from the
top of the mound have collapsed into theriver.

C. The DuBarry Creek Midden (8V0O54) is on pri-
vately owned property. Further testing isnot rec-
ommended dueto substantial disturbance by resi-
dential development and shell-mining operations
along the creek. The site is considered ineligible
for the National Register of Historic Places.

D. The Fannie Dugan Shipwreck (8V01970) is un-
derwater in DeBary Creek. Further testingisrec-
ommended to locate any structural remains in
DeBary Creek and to assess the regional signifi-
cance of the wreck.

VI. Treatment of Human Burials.

To knowingly disturb human burial remainsis athird degree felony
in the State of Florida. Individuals who do so can be prosecuted
under Chapter 872, F.S. 1987 (Offenses Concerning Dead Bodies
and Graves). All individuals involved in any ground penetrating
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activitiesor review of such activitiesshould be madeawareof thislegida
tion during permitting processes. Thelaw includesprehistoricaswell as
historic period interments, aboriginal burial mounds, and cemeteries, in-
cluding historic period cemeteries. Proceduresfor dealingwiththedis-
covery of unmarked human burialsareoutlined in S. 872.05 (4). If un-
marked human burials are suspected in an areathat will be subject to
ground disturbing activities, theareashould first be surveyed by aprofes-
sona archaeologistinorder tolocate such remains. Proceduresfor deal-
ing with human remainsdiscovered during an archaeol ogicd investigation
arepresented in S. 872.05 (5-7). Any located human interments should
bepreservedinplace, if possible. If itsisnecessary to excavateor other-
wise movetheremains, efforts should be madeto identify and contact
personswho may haveadirect kinship, tribal, community, or ethnicrela-
tionship with the deceased in order to arrangefor their gppropriate dispo-
gtion.
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